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INTRODUCTION

This Appendix presents and responds to all substantive comments received during the public
comment period for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
The substantive comments and their respective responses are organized and presented by topic or
subject area following the organization of this EIS (based on the topic of the comment received).
Each comment is identified by the following notation: /LRT X, CMT X]. Each letter that was
received by both BPA and EFSEC was given a numerical letter identifier (LTR X). Furthermore,
each substantive comment within each letter was given a numerical comment identifier (CMT X).
Non-substantive comments (general comments) and their respective responses that were received
for this proposed project begin on page 593 of this Appendix.

An index to Appendix G is provided to facilitate the identification of the numerical identifier of
each letter. A table of contents to Appendix G is provided to present the topic chapter
organization of the comments and their responses, as well as what page these topics can be found
on. If areader is interested in a particular issue or topic, they should refer to the table of contents
of Appendix G. If a reader is interested in learning what letter number their comment letter was
assigned, they should refer to the index of Appendix G. A digital copy of this Appendix can be
downloaded from the project website, ittp://www.bpa.gov/go/whistling. By downloading a
copy of this Appendix, the viewers may search for their parsed comments within the Appendix
using the search function to locate references to their particular letter notation (L7R X). You
may also request a digital copy of this Appendix by calling 1-800-622-4520 and asking for the
document by name. Or, requests for electronic copies can be obtained by writing to:

Bonneville Power Administration

P.O. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

ATTN: Public Affairs Office — DKE-7

All comment letters received by both Agencies can be viewed in Appendix H of the EIS.
Combined, both Agencies received the following amount of comments from the public’s review
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement:

e 320 individual letters were received (not counting duplicate form letters).
e 608 letters were received (counting form letters from different individuals).
e 2,168 parsed comments were sent out for response and are addressed in this Appendix.
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G.1 SUMMARY AND PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

Comment:  Why did you decide this was the best spot? [LTR 22, CMT 2]

Response:  The lead agencies believe that the DEIS presented a reasonably thorough
discussion of the consideration of alternatives for the proposed action, including why alternative
locations were not being further studied. The reasons that the Applicant proposed the Project at
this particular location are explained in Sections 1.4.1 and 2.3 of the EIS. As discussed in these
sections, a variety of factors were considered in evaluating whether alternative locations might
be feasible. To further clarify this consideration, Section 2.3.1 of the EIS has been revised to
provide additional information on alternative locations that were considered for the proposed
Project. Issues raised concerning alternative configurations for the proposed Project are
addressed in other response to comments in this section.

Comment:  Why are other spots not as desirable? [LTR 22, CMT 3]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 22, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  Why are they [the turbines] placed so that the majority of the central gorge will
be seeing them? [LTR 22, CMT 5]

Response: ~ The concerns over turbine corridor A1-A7 are noted. As discussed in the EIS,
however, the Project has been proposed as an “integrated whole”, meaning essentially as a single
power plant, not as a dissectible project where some turbines may be eliminated. An alternative
that would eliminate turbine corridor A1-A7 therefore was considered and eliminated from
further study. Nonetheless, in determining whether to issue a site certificate and enter a site
certificate agreement for a proposed generation project, it is within authority of the State of
Washington to condition approval of the proposed Project, consistent with RCW 80.50 and other
applicable state statutes. In the draft certification agreement, EFSEC is empowered to include
“conditions to protect state or local governmental or community interests affected by the
construction or operation of the energy facility.” See RCW 80.50.100. These conditions
essentially serve to mitigate potential environmental or social impacts of the proposed Project.
Accordingly, certain conditions, such as limiting the location of proposed turbine corridors,
could be considered as a condition for Project approval (i.e., as a form of mitigation related to the
Project’s potential impacts).

Comment:  From an economic perspective, the wind farm is supposed to generate power for
20,000 homes. This seems like very few homes for the cost, environmental impact, and
degradation of a rural landscape. What would the cost be of conservation efforts to save the
equivalent about of energy? We would assume that it would cost far less to save an equivalent

G-5



Whistling Ridge Energy Project
Final Environmental Impact Statement Appendix G — Response to Comments

amount of power by practicing state of the art energy conservation measures than by generating
new energy using wind turbines. Let’s look at the real costs of wind power! We are residents of
the Columbia Gorge and we oppose this project. [LTR 33, CMT 6]

Response:  Asdiscussed in Chapter 1 of the EIS, the lead agencies need to respond to an
application and request to site and interconnect a proposed wind project. While conservation
could help meet the region’s need for power, it would not be responsive to the Applicant’s
proposal to develop a wind project. Although conservation is not an alternative to the agencies’
proposed actions, it is acknowledged in the EIS as a likely method by which energy needs in the
region could be met if the No Action alternative was selected.

Comment:  The DEIS erred in its analysis of the regional need for new sources of renewable
energy. The DEIS cites the Draft Sixth Northwest Power Plan released in September 2009 by
the Northwest Power and Conservation Council. What the DEIS fails to quantify is that this 20-
vear energy plan for our region concluded that, although population and energy demands will
continue to grow in the Pacific Northwest, we can meet 80 percent of expected future energy
demands through conservation efforts and improved energy efficiency. Conservation efforts not
only have less environmental impact than building new energy sources, they are also
considerably less expensive. Only about 20 percent of future needs must come from new sources
of energy, according to the Council. And shown above, with 40 wind projects already
constructed or proposed for this region, there are plenty of new sources to meet these needs.
There is no demonstrated need for Whistling Ridge. The dirty little secret of wind power in the
Columbia Plateau Ecoregion is that most of the electricity being generated here by wind turbines
is not needed or used in the Pacific Northwest. Instead it is sold to utilities in California. There
is regional need for new power sources, there is simply a California demand for electricity
generated in Washington and Oregon. On page 3-91 of the DEIS, the applicant claims that the
Klickitat County Energy Overlay Zone Final EIS “recently evaluated the projected energy
demand in Klickitat County, Washington, the county immediately adjacent to Skamania County.”
(In fact, this evaluation is already more than six years old). The DEIS then mentions the EIS
projection that ‘‘four wind power projects with total generating capacity of 1,000 MW" will be
developed in Klickitat County by 2024. In fact, Klickitat County has already approved more
than a dozen projects, with a total generating capacity of almost 2,000 megawatts. Rather than
suggesting that more energy is needed regionally, this rapid development of wind power in
Klickitat County indicates that more than enough wind power is already under development to
meet the region’s energy needs. [LTR 36, CMT 9]

Response:  The EIS analyzes the potential impacts of the proposed Project and is not intended
to analyze regional need for renewable resources. Information presented in the EIS concerning
the Northwest Power Plan is intended to provide context for the applicant’s belief that there is
sufficient need to support its proposal. The commenter’s interpretation of the Northwest Power
Plan and its relation to the Applicant’s stated need for the Project is acknowledged.
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Comment:  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for Whistling Ridge. After
reading though this document, I was struck by the generic and generally outdated content. |
understand the need to plagiarize other EIS’s to lessen preparation efforts, however, it does
worry me that this project is not being looked at for the uniqueness of this site, and the natural
and scenic resources. [LTR 60, CMT 1]

Response:  The opinions of the commenter concerning the completeness and adequacy of the
DEIS are noted. EFSEC and BPA believe that the DEIS contains a reasonably thorough analysis
of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project, as required by SEPA and NEPA.
As discussed in the DEIS, environmental information was compiled based primarily on site-
specific field studies, literature reviews, and communications with various knowledgeable
resource agencies. Any assumptions made in the analysis were explained to the extent
appropriate, and every attempt was made to use the most current data and information reasonably
available. Specific issues with the DEIS analysis that are raised in these comments are addressed
in the appropriate sections of these responses to comments.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. [LTR 66, CMT 4]

Response:  The opinions of the commenter concerning the sufficiency of the DEIS are noted.
EFSEC and BPA believe that the DEIS contains a reasonably thorough discussion of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project and allows for meaningful analysis of
the Project and its impacts, as required by SEPA and NEPA. As such, the lead agencies believe
that a supplemental draft EIS is not necessary. As discussed throughout these responses to
comments, appropriate clarifications and modifications to the EIS analysis as a result of public
comment are contained in the Final EIS for this Project, as allowed under both SEPA and NEPA.

Comment: [ also request that EFSEC and BPA extend the comment period in order to allow
the public sufficient time to review and comment on the 1,578 pages of material contained in the
DEIS and appendices. Please extend the comment period by 45 days. [LTR 66, CMT 5]

Response: ~ BPA and EFSEC initially allowed a 45-day public review and comment period for
the DEIS, which is consistent with NEPA and SEPA regulations for allowing adequate time for
DEIS review and comment. In order to further facilitate public involvement however, the lead
agencies agreed to extend the end of the original comment period (July 19, 2010) for an
additional 39 days (to August 27, 2010), thereby allowing a total of 91 days for public review
and comment on the DEIS. The lead agencies provided timely and broad distribution of the
DEIS, wide noticing, web postings, and periodic updates to ensure sufficient public awareness of
the DEIS and comment period. The lead agencies also posted the DEIS on the agencies’
websites and held public meetings on the DEIS to ensure that the public was provided with
opportunities for involvement.



Whistling Ridge Energy Project
Final Environmental Impact Statement Appendix G — Response to Comments

Comment:  Please hold another hearing, give us more than 3 weeks to analyze 1500 pages of
technical material. [LTR 67, CMT 1]

Response: EFSEC and BPA held two public meetings in mid June 2010 to receive comments
on the DEIS. In addition, as discussed above, EFSEC and BPA provided a 91-day public review
and comment on the DEIS (i.e. May 28, 2010 to August 27, 2010). EFSEC and BPA believe this
provided sufficient opportunities for public review and comment.

Comment:  The applicant says that he cannot go below 70mW and is trying to disguise his
unwillingness to minimize this project by saying that public utilities seeking to fulfill their RPS
requirements need a minimum of this kind of output “to be attractive.” [LTR 74, CMT 3]

Response:  As discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the EIS, the Applicant considers a 70-MW
project as the minimum size required to make the proposed Project economically feasible. In
addition, the Applicant believes this is the minimum size needed for utilities looking to fulfill
RPS requirements, based on the Applicant’s assessment of other wind projects that have
successfully entered purchase agreements with utilities seeking to meet RPS requirements. The
lead agencies believe these are reasonable requirements for the proposed Project.

Comment:  Pg. [-7 states that “No other federal agencies have been identified as cooperating
agencies for this EIS at this time.” Cooperating, hmmm, is that because the NPS and F'S have
made concerned negative comments about this proposal as it now is written. [LTR 74, CMT 4]

Response: No federal agencies are cooperating agencies for this EIS because no such
agencies have formally expressed an interest in acting as a cooperating agency. As is noted in
Chapter 1 of the EIS, however, the lead agencies, along with the Applicant, have conducted
extensive outreach to various federal, state, local, and tribal agencies and entities to help identify
any issues concerning the proposal to be addressed in the EIS.

Comment:  On [DEIS] page 1-8 it states that “Other federal, state or local agencies also may
have permitting or other approval authority for the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Program.
Those agencies may use this EIS in order to fulfill NEPA or SEPA responsibilities.” Those
agencies have an obligation to the public to do their own due diligence and evaluations, not
depend on the project proponent’s potentially biased data. This EIS states that the BPA
substation would cover “4.25 acres and be sufficient for future installation of equipment if
required for future development.” What kind of future development -- 50 more wind turbines? [
am concerned with scope creep. With the national and state mandates on “going green” I can
see how once they are in, it would be much easier to expand the number of turbines. [ don’t
want to see this project look like the Klickitat projects [LTR 74, CMT 6]
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Response: A summary of the required permits and approvals for the proposed Project and the
responsible federal, state or local agencies can be found in Table 4-1 in Section 4.0 of the EIS.
Section 4.1 also describes the statutes under NEPA and SEPA that require state and federal
agencies to “take action to assess, consider, and disclose the potential impacts of their proposed
actions on the environment.” While other federal, state or local agencies may choose to use this
EIS to help fulfill their NEPA or SEPA responsibilities, those agencies would be responsible for
independently evaluating the information and analysis it contains to determine if this EIS
satisfies their regulatory responsibilities. Those entities may determine that additional studies,
review or public involvement are required to satisfy their requirements. There are currently no
future requests in BPA’s interconnection queue for new generation to interconnect at BPA’s
proposed new substation, and the transmission lines in the area will be near capacity if the
decision is made to interconnect the generation from the proposed Project. The operation of the
FCRTS within BPA’s Balancing Authority often necessitates changes, upgrades or expansions to
existing electrical yards and components in response to regional operational changes or
adjustments. In the event that BPA receives future requests to interconnect electrical generation
or determines a need to make changes to the proposed substation in response to the operation of
the FCRTS, the resulting federal action would require an independent review under NEPA.

Comment:  During a brief review of the referenced document, I was startled to note the
appearance throughout, of a distinct bias. Right off the bat, in [DEIS] section 1.2.3.3, a
discourse of almost a full page of text - five paragraphs worth - is entitled “Business Needs of
the Applicant.” No-one’s “business need” is appropriate material for discussion in any EIS
document, for what, I hope, are obvious reasons. (Only in a totalitarian regime is the “need” or
desire of an individual more important than large-scale human, wildlife and scenic resources.)
The only material in this section that is relevant- that dealing with the large number of
temporary construction jobs that would result, and the small number of permanent jobs after
project completion belongs elsewhere. [LTR 76, CMT 2]

Response:  The lead agencies believe that it is appropriate that the EIS identify the
Applicant’s stated reasons for proposing its wind project. These reasons help provide context for
why the Applicant has made its proposal, and what objectives it hopes to achieve through its
proposal.

Comment: [ plan to submit a lengthier statement dealing with additional issues by the July
deadline. Thank you for the opportunity to comment, if only in a cursory manner. I realize that
it would take a great deal of your time, but it would be wonderful if a more generous amount of
time were allotted to speak, especially on an issue with so many facets of concern. [LTR 76,
CMT 12]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.
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Comment:  Amid the draft’s generally lucid narrative is the following mysterious sentence on
page 1-9: “The site has a long history of commercial logging and associated absence of native

habitat, reducing or eliminating the need to clear additional forest land.” Could someone
decipher that for us? [LTR 79, CMT 13]

Response: The Applicant has owned this land since the 1940s and prior to their ownership,
the Project Area has been actively logged since the early 1900s. Areas of Development that are
being proposed can be further broken down on Table 2-1. Current forest types within the Project
Area are described on Figure 2-2 and harvesting schedules are described on Figure 2-3. The
summation sentence referenced on DEIS page 1-9 as commented upon is pointing out that
additional forest clearing may not necessarily be needed due to the current forest types currently
seen within the Project Area as well as tree harvest schedules.

Comment:  We submitted Scoping comments, dated 5/15/2009, for this EIS. After reviewing
the DEIS, we are of the opinion that, while the DEIS contains massive amounts of information on
topics related to the issues we raised, the DEIS fails to directly address and respond to most of
our concerns in a meaningful way. We have therefore resubmitted our previous comments in
their entirety, and request that EFSEC and BPA revise the DEIS to respond directly and
specifically to the concerns that our community has. Our residents have invested significant
amounts of time, energy, money, and especially emotion in building homes and lifestyles focused
on our rural, sylvan environment. While we have always known we would be affected by various
rural activities such as agriculture and timber operations, we never anticipated that a major
industrial activity like a wind farm could be located so near to us. We have grave concerns

about several possible adverse effects of the project, and consequent reservations about the
location of the Project. [LTR 119, CMT 2]

Response: ~ EFSEC and BPA considered all comments received during the scoping period for
this Project, and made good faith efforts to attempt to ensure that the DEIS addressed all
comments relevant to environmental concerns. In addition, many of the same issues raised in the
scoping process were also raised in comments on the DEIS, and are thus addressed herein. In
doing so, the lead agencies believe that they have adequately addressed comments made through
the EIS process.

Comment:  Precedent. We believe it is critical that the EIS address the potential precedent
that would be set by approval of this Project. Because it is the first wind farm in Washington to
be located in a forest environment (we are told), adjacent to a National Scenic Area, and close to
so many residences, a very detailed and thorough analysis of its potential impacts must be
provided. Approval of the current application for this project will have precedential effect not
only for projects in other regions, but also for expansion of this Project. SDS and DNR have
acknowledged that they are investigating a major possible expansion of this Project onto DNR
land. We do not know if SDS will seek to expand this Project even further on its own adjacent
lands (which would be closer to our community.) However, we are worried that if this Project is
approved now based on its smaller size, it will be very difficult to prevent expansions that might
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initially have been rejected based on an upfront perspective of the total impacts. Consequently,
we request that the EIS take the broadest possible view when evaluating the impacts of this
Project. [LTR 119, CMT 11]

Response: It is unclear at this time whether approval of the proposed Project would set a
precedent for siting other wind projects in the area. Since all projects are evaluated on a case-by-
case basis, approval of this Project does not dictate that any other Project that may be proposed
in the future would also be approved. In addition, most developers are aware of the challenges
of attempting to site wind projects in this general area. For the Applicant, proposing a wind
project in this area may make sense, but other wind project developers may have differing
opinions. Nonetheless, because there are no current proposals for other wind projects in the area;
such future development is considered too speculative at this time.

Comment: [ request that EFSEC and BPA extend the comment period by 45 days, in order to
allow the public sufficient time to review and comment on the 1,578 pages of material contained
in the DEIS and appendices. [LTR 127, CMT 4]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

Comment:  The public must also be kept informed about the environmental impacts of the
project, so please extend the comment period by 45 days. [LTR 130, CMT 3]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

Comment:  Related Concerns: 1. A first Gorge Windmill project will set a precedent. Other
proposals and very likely other windmill farms will follow. New companies (for example a
conglomerate such as General Electric) will be much less concerned about the welfare of this
area than our neighbors at SDS. [LTR 135, CMT 3]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 119, CMT 11 above.

Comment:  Huge steel towers with massive concrete bases would be with us a very long time.
The costs of removing an obsolete windmill would be substantial. But how long would a wind
tower be useful? [LTR 135, CMT 7]

Response:  Asdiscussed in Section 2.1.7 of the EIS, the proposed Project, including the wind

turbines, is expected to have a useful life of at least 30 years. However, it is possible (and
generally likely) that in the future, aging project components would be replaced as needed, which
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could extend the useful life of the Project for years or even decades beyond the current expected
project lifespan.

Comment:  In our testimony of May 6, 2009 we specifically requested that three issues be
directly addressed within the scope of the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project EIS. The
current draft EIS does not adequately address the three issues. [LTR 139, CMT 1]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 119, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  The third issue we raised was partially resolved, not due to your actions, but as a
result of a decision rendered by DNR, which prevented, at least temporarily, the leasing of
adjacent DNR land to SDS for placement of additional wind turbines. We are still greatly
concerned that this proposed project is reportedly the first of its kind in forested habitats in
Washington. This begs the need for intelligent planning, caution and due consideration given
the potentially profound impact on watersheds, wildfire risk, bats, avian species, mammals and
humans. We feel greatly disappointed that the current draft EIS appears to hide behind outdated
and inadequate state regulations, and pray that EFSEC and BPA will yet demonstrate
desperately needed leadership in adopting a quality and accurate model for wind turbine siting
that is in harmony with the environment while providing ample protection for the health and
quality of life of all Washington residents. [LTR 139, CMT 25]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 119, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  There has not been enough time for the average citizen to go through the EIS!
Most people I've spoken with haven't still have not seen the EIS. [LTR 142, CMT 1]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

Comment: At the last public hearing on Whistling Ridge, numerous public participants,
including the Yakama Tribe asking for government to government contact, asked for more time
to dissect the 1500+ DEIS for this proposed wind farm. Have you all made any decision to
prolong the 30-day comment period? Frankly, 30 days is not enough time to dissect, digest,
analyze, and make coherent comments upon, such a monster DEIS. [ would like to see the public

participation process extended to a more reasonable comment period. Thank you. [LTR 143,
CMT 1]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.
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Comment: [ am writing to request that you extend the comment period on the DEIS for the
Whistling Ridge Energy Project. I received my hard copy of this 1500 page document on
Monday, July 12, 2010. I requested it at the Underwood hearing on June 16th, after finding that
looking at it online was not practical (hard to flip back and forth to cross-reference, etc.) and
printing it on my printer impractical, too. When I tried to look at it at the library in White
Salmon, I was only given the DEIS without the appendices. To summarize, I have been given
less than a week to review a complex, 1500 page document. I am probably not the only one. We
were assured at the hearings by Jim Luce that hard copies would be available on request. 1
think he thought we would get them in a more timely manner. A week is not enough time to
assimilate the information, let alone formulate constructive comments. I respectfully request that
your agencies extend the comment period at least 60 days. A cursory review of the document
reveals much happy talk and shallow analysis of major issues associated with this project. |
would like to provide detailed and meaningful input to this process, but will need more time. As
1 stated at the hearing, my community of Underwood, through which all construction traffic will
be routed, feels like it is getting the bum’s rush by your agencies and the applicant. As the first
project of its kind in a forested, mountainous setting, on the doorstep of a internationally
recognized scenic wonder, we hope that the process will be fair and thorough. [LTR 144, CMT

1]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

Comment: [ am writing on behalf of Friends of the Columbia Gorge to request that the
agencies extend the deadline for written comments on the Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS.
We request an extension of 45 days in order to have sufficient time to review the 1,500 pages of
material in the DEIS and appendices and make meaningful, informed comments. Until very
recently, Friends’ staff, consultants, and outside legal counsel have had a total of only two paper
copies of the DEIS to use in our review. Essentially, nine different people in five different offices
have had to share two paper copies. One of our consultants is often in the field and away from a
computer, a paper copy has been essential for his review. Friends’ staff attended the June 16
and 17 public hearings in Underwood and Stevenson. At those meetings, EFSEC Chair Luce
stated that paper copies would be provided to the public upon request. Friends’ staff requested
three additional copies of the DEIS by checking the appropriate box on the sign-in sheets. On
June 21, I requested by phone and email four paper copies of the DEIS from EFSEC. On July 7,
not having received the copies, I reiterated the request by email. On July 12, Friends’ staff
finally received two additional paper copies. This was only one week before the comment
deadline of July 19. We certainly understand that the EFSEC and BPA staff are overwhelmed
with the regular press of business, not to mention furlough days and special projects. We do not
fault the agency staff for the delays in distributing paper copies. However, we believe it is only
fair for the agencies to extend the comment deadline, in order to give the public sufficient time to
review and comment on the material in the DEIS. We are also sympathetic to the impact on the
citizens of the Gorge. I have spoken to other people who received their first and only paper copy
this week, after requesting it almost a month ago. Some citizens in rural areas of the Gorge are
still using dial-up Internet access, or have no Internet access at all. For these citizens, obtaining
electronic copies via the Internet was never an option. They are now left with an insufficient
amount of time to digest 1,500 pages of material and write meaningful comments. Friends
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respectfully requests an extension of the comment period on the DEIS. Thank you for
considering this request. [LTR 145, CMT 1]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

Comment: I would like to request an extension of 30-45 days for the deadline for written
comments on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project in order to have sufficient time to
review, digest and then make meaningful comments on this proposal since this will be the one
and only opportunity as a concerned Gorge resident to do so. This document along with its
appendices is an enormous amount of material to try and make informed comments on since |
only received my hard copy a matter of several weeks ago and I have dial-up internet at my
home in the West end of Skamania county and simply can’t download this material in any sort of
realistic timeframe. I attended both the June 16th and 17th public hearings in Underwood and
Stevenson where several other concerned citizens voiced their concerns that this is not an
adequate amount of time for proper public review. As a resident of the Columbia River Gorge
living in Skamania county for the past 16 years, I respectfully request that you allow for an
extension for the public comment period on this DEIS of the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy
Project. [LTR 146, CMT 1]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

Comment: [ am writing to request an extension to the comment period for the WRE DEIS. |
was able to obtain a hard copy of the DEIS from EFSEC'’s kind staff at the Underwood DEIS
public meeting in mid-June. Since that time, of slightly less than 30 days, I have read through
and marked up my copy, but still have not finished compiling and commenting, due to the
complexity and size of the DEIS. Please provide additional time for the public to offer
meaningful comments. [LTR 147, CMT 1]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

Comment:  This office represents Save Our Scenic an interested party to the proposed
Whistling Ridge Energy project. Given the length of the DEILS and the detailed materials found
therein, we join in the request of Friends of the Columbia Gorge (Friends) to extend the
comment period for 45 days to allow full opportunity to comment on this DEIS as well as to
provide additional notice to interested persons. [LTR 148, CMT 1]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.
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Comment:  Based on the foregoing, SOSA requests that the comment period for the DEIS be
extended for at least 45 days. [LTR 148, CMT 4]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

Comment:  They own lots of land (70,000 acres, according to Wally Stevenson) and can find
another way to make money on it. There is another reason I question this project. The
Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s 6th Plan ranks conservation ahead of wind power
in terms of cost-effectiveness. I work on verifying conservation technologies and, for the most
part, they do work. The hardest part has been finding someone to do the work (thankfully that is
now changing) but the results have been proven in a number of regional studies that extending
back to the early 1980s. There is still a lot of conservation to procure, and the economics are
considerably more favorable than the economics of wind, especially when real utilization factors
are employed. (That is, turbines even in very windy places only generate usable electricity about
40% of the time; most turbines have much lower utilization rates.) 1 urge EFSEC to consider
these issues seriously when ruling on the siting application. [LTR 153, CMT 2]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 33, CMT 6 above.

Comment: [ also request that EFSEC and BPA extend the comment period in order to allow
the public sufficient time to review and comment on the 1,578 pages of material contained in the
DE IS and appendices. Please extend the comment period by 45 days. [LTR 154, CMT 2]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

Comment:  The DEIS erred in its analysis of the regional need for new sources of renewable
energy. The DEIS cites the Draft Sixth Northwest Power Plan released in September 2009 by
the Northwest Power and Conservation Council. What the DEIS fails to quantify is that this 20-
year energy plan for our region concluded that, although population and energy demands will
continue to grow in the Pacific Northwest, we can meet more than 80 percent of expected future
energy demands through conservation efforts and improved energy efficiency. Conservation
efforts not only have less environmental impact than building new energy sources, they are also
considerably less expensive. Less than 20 percent of future needs must come from new sources
of energy, according to the Council. And shown above, with 40 wind projects already
constructed or proposed for this region, there are plenty of new sources to meet these needs.
There is no demonstrated need for Whistling Ridge. The dirty little secret of wind power in the
Columbia Plateau Ecoregion is that most of the electricity being generated here by wind turbines
is not needed or used in the Pacific Northwest. Instead it is sold to utilities in California. There
is no regional need for new power sources, there is simply a California demand for electricity
generated in Washington and Oregon. On page 3-91 of the DEIS, the applicant claims that the
Klickitat County Energy Overlay Zone Final EIS “recently evaluated the projected energy
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demand in Klickitat County, Washington, the county immediately adjacent to Skamania County.”
(In fact, this evaluation is already more than six years old). The DEIS then mentions the EIS
projection that ‘‘four wind power projects with total generating capacity of 1,000 MW" will be
developed in Klickitat County by 2024. In fact, Klickitat County has already approved more
than a dozen projects, with a total generating capacity of almost 2,000 megawatts. Rather than
suggesting that more energy is needed regionally, this rapid development of wind power in
Klickitat County indicates that more than enough wind power is already under development to
meet the region’s energy needs. Existing wind projects in this region are already producing so
much surplus power that there are times when these projects must be turned off to protect the
regional grid. For example, see these recent articles on the surpluses in the Columbia River
corridor: hitp://green.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/07/07/sudden-surplus-calls-for-quick -thinking/,
and

http://'www.oregonlive.comlbusiness/index.ssf/2010/06/swollen columbia river chums html.
[LTR 161, CMT 10]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 36, CMT 9 above.

Comment:  The DEIS overwhelms the public with quantity but not quality. I am grateful for
the extended comment period. Nevertheless, it is not reasonable to expect members of the
general public to be able to digest and respond intelligently within just a few weeks to a record
that is thousands of pages long and years in the making. Despite this huge volume of material,
there is very little scientific literature cited in the DEIS, and even less that is peer-reviewed
science. The applicant has cherry-picked a few statistics and extrapolations from industry-
sponsored reports and ignored the independent science and actual mortality studies that suggest
major cumulative impacts are likely for wildlife given the pace and scope of wind power

development in this region. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. [LTR 161,
CMT 14]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 60, CMT 1 above.

Comment:  Joint EFSEC/BPA preparation. As the DEIS introduction at paragraph 1.1
clearly states, both the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) and the Bonneville
Power Administration (BPA) have jointly prepared the DEIS to be consistent with the
requirements of both the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Although the document is consistent with SEPA
requirements, its form has been modified, adjusted and expanded where appropriate to ensure
compliance with NEPA as well. Accordingly, the DEIS is now a federal NEPA document and not
just an EIS generated by the project applicant. [LTR 162, CMT §]

Response:  The lead agencies believe that they have produced a reasonably thorough analysis
of the proposed Project that adequately considers all points of view. BPA and EFSEC staff
actively and extensively participated in the preparation of the EIS, as required by SEPA and
NEPA. Both SEPA and NEPA allow for the use of environmental information, in whatever
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form, from the Applicant for use in the preparation of an EIS. In fact, SEPA allows for an
applicant to prepare the EIS. Nonetheless, where the lead agencies used information provided by
the Applicant or its consultants, this information was thoroughly reviewed and independently
evaluated by the agencies to ensure its competency and accuracy. This approach is consistent
with the intent of SEPA and NEPA that acceptable environment work not be redone, but that it
instead simply be verified by the lead agency. The lead agencies have taken full responsibility
for the scope and content of the EIS, and have fulfilled their respective responsibilities for EIS
preparation under SEPA and NEPA.

Comment:  In addition, the DEIS has been prepared in direct collaboration with a sufficiently
wide range of state and federal wildlife agencies and tribal governments (8), including: the
Washington Dept. of Archeology and Historic Preservation, Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife, Washington State Department of Natural Resources, Washington State Department of
Transportation, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Yakama
Nation. The pre-development biological survey work was done in collaboration with the
Washington and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Departments. [LTR 162, CMT 8]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 74, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. Thank you for extending the public comment period
and allowing me to submit these comments into the record. [LTR 163, CMT 3]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. Thank you for extending the public comment period
and allowing me to submit these comments into the record. [LTR 165, CMT 3]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. Thank you for extending the public comment period
and allowing me to submit these comments into the record. [LTR 167, CMT 3]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.
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Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. Thank you for extending the public comment period
and allowing me to submit these comments into the record. [LTR 169, CMT 3]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Based on the foregoing, SOSA still believes that the correct procedure to be
followed, and one authorized by the rules under both SEPA and NEPA, is to issue a
supplemental DEIS (SDEILS) correcting basic errors in the issued DEIS. The SDEIS would be
subject to comment by interested agencies and members of the public. [LTR 176, CMT 4]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Third, the DEIS cites numerous public documents that the project will supposedly
comply with, including the Fifth Northwest Electric Power and Conservation Plan (DEIS at 1-4),
the draft Sixth Northwest Electric Power Plan (“NPCC 2009, DEIS at 1-5), the “establishment
of Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) at the state level” (DEIS at 1-5), the requirement for
“qualified alternative energy products” pursuant to state law (DEIS at 1-5). Each of these
regulations and policies is substantially similar to the relationship between Pierce County and
the developer in the Weyerhaeuser case. The DEIS touts the current proposal as meeting public
needs and legislative mandates. WRE cannot promote the project “public” for one purpose, but

claim it is “private” for another, especially where careful review of alternatives is required by
SEPA and NEPA. [LTR 176, CMT 8]

Response:  The public documents referenced by the commenter are not identified as
documents that the Project will comply with; rather, as indicated on page 1-4 of the EIS, these
documents have been identified by the Applicant as sources that the Applicant believes point to
the regional need for renewable resources such as the proposed Project.

Comment:  The current EIS should be withdrawn and a supplemental EIS complying with
NEPA/SEPA rules and guidelines must be circulated for comment. [LTR 176, CMT 8]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  The failure of the BPA and EFSEC to consider alternatives, including alternate
locations and different configurations are fatal flaws in the DEIS. [LTR 176, CMT 8]
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Response:  The lead agencies believe that the EIS considers a reasonable range of alternatives
and adequately describes these alternatives, consistent with the requirements of both SEPA and
NEPA. Issues raised in these comments specific to alternatives considered but eliminated from
detailed study in the EIS are addressed in other response to comments in this section.

Comment:  Fourth, there is considerable discussion of the need for the project’s resources on
a regional basis. See DEIS at 1-4 and 1-5. However, there are real questions as to need for this
variable energy facility. At the outset, it appears that most wind energy is not, as indicated at
page 1-4 of the DEIS, used or useful in the Northwest. As indicated in the April 12, 2010
submission of BPA to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) on their docket
Docket No. RM1 0-11-000 regarding regulation of “variable energy resources” (VER) at page
2: The need to clearly define balancing authority roles and responsibilities is especially
important to BPA, because approximately 80 percent of the almost 2,800 MW of wind generation
currently on BPA'’s system is exported to other balancing authorities, and BPA’s preference
customers should not bear costs of integrating wind generation that is exported to serve load
outside of BPA’s balancing authority. Thus the EIS must consider whether the WR project or
other wind projects actually meet loads in the Northwest. In addition, as the BPA submission to
FERC makes clear, it is necessary for balancing power to be available to meet loads when the
wind does not blow. As noted by BPA in their comments on Docket No. RM1 0-11-000, at page
5, there are additional problems with balancing loads when wind energy resources are exported
to California or to other sink authorities. These facilities might include increased reliance on
hydro resources or peaking facilities such as gas turbine plants. The EIS should consider
whether additions of a VER like WR will result in the need for other peaking facilities to balance
loads and whether the addition of a VER like WR is consistent with meeting demand. [LTR 176,
CMT 9]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 36, CMT 9 above.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS Section] 1.4, ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS, [t]he
Alternatives Analysis is limited to a No Action alternative. While the DEIS states that other
locations, project sizes and project configurations were considered, it fails to identify these
alternative locations or configurations, or adequately explain why they were not worthy of
additional analysis. As described in more detail below, the off-site and on-site alternative
analyses should be expanded to include in-depth descriptions of the criteria used to select the
proposed site and the proposed project configuration, as well as a focused discussion about why
other sites and project configurations were excluded from further review. [LTR 177, CMT 2]

Response:  The lead agencies believe that the DEIS presented a reasonably thorough
discussion of the consideration of alternatives for the proposed action, including why alternative
locations were not being further studied. The reasons that the Applicant proposed its wind
project at this particular location is explained in Sections 1.4.1 and 2.3 of the EIS. As discussed
in these sections, a variety of factors were considered in evaluating whether alternative locations
might be feasible. To further clarify turbine string site selection, six suitability requirements
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were considered. They are as follows: lands owned by the Applicant or Broughton Lumber;
within three miles of BPA transmission lines; outside of CRGNSA boundary; suitable terrain;
road access; and contains at least 1,000 “suitable” land. Furthermore, “suitability” is described
as follows:

e Low suitability properties: These are parcels that are within 3 miles of transmission lines,
are outside the NSA boundary, have a terrain difference of between 200 and 500 feet, and
have road access. These parcels are designated in yellow on the “Tract Suitability
Analysis” map (see Figure G-1).

e Potentially suitable properties: These are parcels that are within 3 miles of transmission
lines, are outside the NSA boundary, have a terrain difference of between 500 and 1,000
feet, and have road access. It should be noted that these parcels could be ruled out as
being unsuitable based on other factors not assessed in this analysis, such as slope
direction or parcel size. These parcels are designated in brown on the “Tract Suitability
Analysis” map (see Figure G-1).

e Suitable properties: These are parcels that are within 3 miles of transmission lines, are
outside the NSA boundary, have a terrain difference of between 500 and 1,000 feet, and
has what appear to be better road access than properties identified as “potentially
suitable”. These parcels are designated in dark pink on the “Tract Suitability Analysis”
map (see Figure G-1).

e Highly suitable properties: These are parcels that are within 3 miles of transmission lines,
are outside the NSA boundary, have terrain differences between 1000 and 2000 feet
above surrounding terrain and contain the highest hills/ridgelines within the study area,
and have good road access. These are the best possible locations within the study area for
wind facility development. Of the analyzed parcels, only 1 parcel fell into this category.
These parcels are designated in blue on the “Tract Suitability Analysis” map (see Figure
G-1).

The proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project site was identified by the Applicant for its
location within the “highly suitable properties”. This site was then forwarded for further
environmental analysis including wildlife surveys. Issues raised concerning alternative
configurations for the proposed Project are addressed in other response to comments in this
section.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS Section] 1.4.1, Proposed Action, [t]he second bulleted
factor in this section indicates that the site must be large enough to accommodate enough wind
turbines to produce a minimum of 70 MW of electricity. Because the wind does not blow at a
constant rate, wind turbines rarely operate at 100% percent capacity. Accordingly, references

to wind generating capacity should be expressed in nameplate generation capacity. [LTR 177,
CMT 3]

Response: ~ The second bullet in Section 1.4.1 has been edited to reflect that the 70-MW
reflects the minimum nameplate capacity generation.
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Comment:  The fourth bulleted factor in this section states: “The site has a long history of
commercial logging and associated absence of native habitat, reducing or eliminating the need
to clear additional forest land.” This and similar statements regarding the “absence of native
habitat” are made in several places in the document (e.g., [DEIS Section] 3.4.1.1), and the
statement is misleading. With the exception of the weeds identified at the site and disclosed
elsewhere in the document, grass, forb, shrub, and tree species at the site are predominantly
native. A more accurate statement would be that the site is heavily managed and manipulated
and is not in a natural state, being maintained in a state of disclaimed and with monotypic forest
stands. The affected environment description provided in Chapter 3 ([DEILS Sections] 3.4.1.1
and 3.4.1.2) is far more accurate. [LTR 177, CMT 4]

Response:  The text in Section 1.4.1 (DEIS page 1-9) has been modified to reflect the fact
that native species still occur in the Project Area even though it is heavily managed for timber
production. The fourth bullet on page 1-9 of the DEIS has been revised to delete the phrase “and
associated absence of native habitat” and now reads: “The site has a long history of commercial
logging, reducing or eliminating the needs to clear additional forest land. Native species remain;
however, the native habitat has been disturbed through commercial forestry activities.”

Comment:  The final paragraph in this section states that the project would have a total
nameplate capacity of “up to 75 MW.” The second bulleted factor in this section states that
project’s minimum nameplate capacity is 70 MW. It is unclear how these two figures relate to
one another. The project’s maximum and minimum nameplate generating capacity levels should
be clearly identified and described in a single location. [LTR 177, CMT 5]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 177, CMT 3 above. Additionally, for more
clarification, the 75-MW figure is the size of the Project that has been proposed by the Applicant.
The 70-MW figure is the minimum capacity that the Applicant believes is necessary to have a
financially viable project.
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Figure G1. Project Siting for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project using Tract Suitability Analysis.
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Comment:  [In reference to DEIS Section] 1.4.1.1, Wind Turbines, [t]he generating capacity
should be referenced as nameplate capacity. This section should also clarify whether the size of
the turbines will be consistent throughout the project or whether the size will vary from tower to

tower. [LTR 177, CMT 6]

Response:  The text in Sections 1.4.1.1 and 2.1.3.1 regarding wind turbines has been updated
to reflect the nameplate generating capacity of the wind turbine models and the correlation
between output and turbine size. The turbines throughout the Project would all be the same
model, although height may vary in response to terrain. These clarifications have been
incorporated into Section 2.1.3.1.

Comment:  [In reference to Section] 1.4.2, No Action Alternative, [t]his section states that the
only circumstance the project will not be built is if the responsible agencies (BPA or EFSEC)
withhold their authorization. There are a multitude of reasons why a proposed project may not
be built. This statement is not accurate and should be removed from the FEIS. [LTR 177, CMT

7]

Response: It is acknowledged that many factors could result in the Project not being built,
and nothing in the EIS is intended to indicate that project disapproval by the lead agencies -
EFSEC and BPA - would be the only reason the Project may not be built. Nonetheless, for the
purposes of defining the No Action alternative in the EIS, the key consideration is what the result
would be if either or both of the lead agencies decide not to approve the proposed Project. Thus,
the EIS references the No Action alternative in this manner.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS Section] 1.4.3, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
From Detailed Study, [t]his section explains why the no action alternative was the only
alternative analyzed. In doing so, it references a set of technical and economic requirements
that purportedly eliminated all other potential project sites from consideration. None of the
eliminated off-site locations, however, are identified, and the DEIS does not contain the
underlying technical and economic data the Applicant used to eliminate the undisclosed sites
from further consideration. At a minimum, the FEIS should include detailed information
regarding the economic and technical data underlying the site selection criteria, as well as the
locations of all potential alternative sites considered so that the decision to limit review to the No
Action alternative can be independently verified. [LTR 177, CMT 8]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 22, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  [In reference to Section] 1.4.3.1, Alternative Project Locations, [t]he DEIS states
that the Applicant applied the following criteria to determine whether alternative project
locations were available for EIS review: adequate wind supply, applicant ownership of land,
ability to operate wind turbines without impacting commercial timber operations, and proximity
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to high voltage transmission lines. The DEIS analysis and discussion of the alternative location
selection process is set forth in a single sentence: No other sites were identified that are under
the ownership of the Applicant or as close to transmission infrastructure facilities. DEIS at p. 1-
14. This summary analysis should be expanded to include a detailed description of the criteria
used to select the project site, the location of the alternative sites that were considered, and
discussion regarding why these alternative sites were ultimately eliminated from further
consideration. [Footnote: Ideally, this discussion would include information sufficient to
independently verify the decision to eliminate these alternative sites from further consideration.
This would include the location of SDS holdings in Southern Washington and Northern Oregon,
wind resources available in those areas, the location of transmission lines, economic parameters
for the project, as well as economic information regarding the project’s interrelationship with
timber harvesting activities.] [LTR 177, CMT 9]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 22, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  [In reference to Section] 1.4.3.2, Larger or Smaller Generation Facility Size,
[t]he FEIS should be expanded to address on-site alternatives that reduce the number of turbines
and/or reconfigure the turbine strings. The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to explore
whether the needs of the project can be accomplished through less environmentally impactful
means. During the scoping hearings, the public and National Parks Service raised concerns
regarding the project’s visual impacts, particularly regarding the location of Turbine String A.
[Footnote: Turbine String A is also unique in that it contains the turbines in closest proximity to
residential dwellings and is located on a parcel of land that is zoned FOR/ AG 20, which would
require issuance of a conditional use permit under Skamania County’s land use laws. See DEIS
at p. 3-153.] This section asserts that the project must be reviewed as an “integrated whole”
from which no piece may be eliminated and that if turbines are removed from the project design,
“other locations must be found to replace those turbines to maintain the minimum necessary
capacity.” These assertions are unsupported by analysis and appear to be inconsistent with the
project description in both the Site Certification Application (SCA) and the DEIS. Both the SCA
and the DEIS state that the project will have a total nameplate generating capacity of
approximately 75 MW and will be comprised of up to 50 towers equipped with turbines with
nameplate generating capacities ranging from 1.2 to 2.5 MW. [Footnote: The SCA at Section
2.3.3.1, for example, states that “[t] he project would consist of up to 50 wind turbines” and that
each turbine would have a nameplate generating power of somewhere between 1.2- to 2.5 MW.
(Emphasis added). The DEIS contains an identical description? See DEIS at § 1.4.1.1. Both the
SCA and DEIS also state that the project must have a generating capacity of “up to 75 MW.”
See SCA at §2.3.2 (Project Overview — “up to 75 MW?”); DEIS at §l4.1 (“minimum of 70 MW, ”
“up to 75 MW?).] Assuming that a 2 MW turbine is selected, the maximum generating capacity
of 75 MW could be satisfied with the installation of 38 turbines (resulting in a reduction of 12
turbines). [Footnote: Recently permitted projects appear to be installing turbines with
nameplate generation capacities of 2.0 MW or larger. The Desert Claim Wind Power Project,
for example, will be installing 2 MW turbines. See Desert Claim Wind Power Project Final
Supplemental EIS at 2-13. The recent expansion to the Wild Horse Wind Power Project also
used 2.0 MW turbines.] If a 2.5 MW turbine is selected, the number of towers could be reduced
to 30. Reducing the number of turbines without sacrificing nameplate generating capacity is not
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merely hypothetical. The Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project recently reduced its total number
of turbines from a maximum of 65 to a maximum of 52 turbines without any change in nameplate
generating capacity. The FEIS should include a discussion regarding how the project may be
reconfigured through the use of turbines with larger generating capacities. The FEIS should
include information regarding the strength and viability of wind resources found throughout the
site. This would include information gathered from the on-site meteorological tower regarding
the strength, quality, direction and location of on-site wind resources. [LTR 177, CMT 10]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 22, CMT 5 above.

Comment:  [In reference to Section] 1.4.3.6, Alternative Access Roads, [p]rivate logging
road CG 2930 should be subject to detailed review as an alternative access road. The original
Site Certification Application proposed accessing the site using this route. On October 12, 2009,
the Applicant submitted an amended application that abandoned the CG 2930 route in favor of
the West Pit Road with the stated purpose of removing the entire project outside the CRGNSA
boundary. See October 12, 2009 Letter from Whistling Ridge Energy Project to EFSEC re:
Submittal of Amended Application 2009-01. Although removing this route from the project plan
may dispose of certain regulatory hurdles, the West Pit Road is a longer route that traverses
steeper terrain and will likely have a higher environmental impact than the CG 2930.5 [Footnote
5: Long sections of West Pit Road crosses land designated as a Class Il landslide hazard area.
See DEIS Figures 3.1-1, 3.1-4 and 3.11-2]. Accordingly, this CG 2930 should be evaluated as
an alternative. 1.6 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
MEASURES Earth - p. 1-22 -Impact of Proposed Project: Much of the West Pit Road is located
in a Class Il Landslide Hazard Area. This section should summarize and address anticipated
impacts, if any, related to Class Il Landslide Hazard Areas. [LTR 177, CMT 12]

Response: Use of CG 2930 was evaluated in the original Application for Site Certification as
“Route 2.” This route would have connected the site to Cook-Underwood Road via Kollock-
Knapp Road, Scoggins Road and CG2930. CG2930 is a private logging road that crosses
property owned by the Applicant and is currently used for commercial timber production and
harvest. As described in Section 2.3.6 on Page 2-23 of the DEIS, use of Route 2 would require
minor roadway improvements that would not directly impact any non-Project landowners.
However, these roadway improvements would require construction within the National Scenic
Area. Therefore, Route 2 was eliminated as a construction roadway access alternative purpose
and need for proposed action, or clearly greater environmental impacts.

Comment:  [In reference to Table 1-1 on Page 1-22 of the DEIS under “Air Quality: Impact
of No Action Alternative”], [t]his section identifies impacts from construction of fossil fuel
power plants as a potential impact under the no action alternative. There is nothing in the
record establishing that proposed project is being built in lieu of fossil fuel powered plant or that
its construction will reduce the number of fossil fuel powered generation facilities in the future.
Indeed, intermittent nature of wind generated power may require the construction of fossil fuel
facilities to provide a backup power source. [Footnote: The No Action Alternative analysis
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appearing on p. 3-92 and in other section of the DEIS contains a more accurate description of
the possible impacts if no action is taken: It is likely that the region’s power needs would be met
through energy efficiency and conservation measures, existing power generation, or the
development of new power generation. Base load demands would likely be filled through
expansion of existing, or development of new thermal generation such as gas-fired combustion
turbine technology. The impacts would depend on the type, location, and size of the facility
proposed.] [LTR 177, CMT 13]

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

Comment:  [In reference to Table I-1 on Page 1-23 of the DEIS under “Biological
Resources: Impact of No Action Alternative”], this section states that there “would likely be
some mortality to birds and bats due to turbine collision and displacement.”” This should be
revised to state that operation of project “will result in mortality to some birds and bats...” [In
reference to Table 1-1 on Page 1-24 of the DEIS under “Biological Resources: Design and
Mitigation Measures], remove qualifier “extensive” from pre-project assessment of wildlife
habitat conducted under WDFW Wind Power Guidelines. [In reference to Table 1-1 on Page I-
24 of the DEIS under “Biological Resources: Design and Mitigation Measures], a Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) is described, including a description of the stakeholders comprising
this group. Because the overarching concern for biological resources is bird and bat mortality,
a representative of the Audubon Society should be specified and included in the TAC. [Footnote:
The TAC should also be expanded to include representatives from local public interest groups,
including interveners Friends of the Columbia Gorge and Save Our Scenic Area.] [In reference
to Table 1-1 on Page 1-25 of the DEIS under “Biological Resources: Design and Mitigation
Measures], the post-construction avian mortality monitoring should include bat mortality
monitoring as so little is known about bat species' composition and mortality risk at the site. The
monitoring program should also analyze the accuracy of the pre-construction risk and mortality
predictions. Because the project is being proposed in a new habitat type (forested) for
Washington wind energy projects, and because so little is known about bat use of the site, bird
and bat monitoring should be conducted for five (5) years, rather than the proposed two (2)
vears. [LTR 177, CMT 14]

Response:  The text in Table 1-1 on DEIS page 1-24 has been revised to indicate that the
proposed Project “would result in mortality to some birds and bats.” Additionally, the formation
and membership of the TAC is subject to the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Wind
Power Guidelines and would be governed by that agency. Both post-construction monitoring
and the convening of a TAC to evaluate the mitigation and monitoring program were included as
mitigation measures in the DEIS. See Section 3.4.3 Mitigation Measures.

Comment:  [In reference to Section 1.6, Table 1-1], Visual Resources - p. 1-28 - Impact of
Proposed Project: This section should clearly state that as proposed the project will have low to

moderate visual impacts from key viewpoints, including key viewpoints within the CRGNSA. 1.7
SUMMARY OF UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS This section should plainly identify and
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summarize unavoidable adverse impacts. References to beneficial impacts should be removed.
The description of unavoidable visual impacts (Table 1-2, p. 1-35) should be re-drafted to read
as follows: This project will have unavoidable adverse visual impacts on the surrounding area.
Visual impact analysis establishes that the project will have low to moderate visual impacts from
key viewpoints, including viewpoints within the CRGNSA. [LTR 177, CMT 15]

Response:  Table 1-2 references Section 3.9.5, which states that there would be some visual
impact to surrounding areas where turbines were visible, but that these impacts would not be
higher than low to moderate for most of the viewpoints examined.

Comment:  [In reference to Section] 1.8, CUMULATIVE IMPACTS, [t]he discussions of
existing development in section 1.8.1.1 and reasonably foreseeable future development in section
1.8.1.2 appear to be inconsistent. In section 1.8.1.1, the authors considered wind projects
located 35 to 70 miles from the proposed project in their cumulative analysis. In section 1.8.1.2,
however, the authors chose to disregard two proposed wind power projects (Juniper Canyon and
Summit Ridge) because they are “too far away (generally more than 20 miles) from the
Whistling Ridge Energy Project site to result in cumulative impacts.” Given that the cumulative
analysis of existing impacts considered projects that were located 70 miles away, the analysis of
cumulative impacts relating to reasonably foreseeable future development should apply similar
criteria or include an explanation as to why different criteria were applied. [In reference to
Section] 1.8.1, Projects Considered, [t]he cumulative impact section should discuss the
intermittent nature of wind energy generation and the need for easily dispatchable hydro-electric
or fossil fuel generating plants to meet demand when the wind is not blowing. [LTR 177, CMT
16]

Response: ~ The cumulative impact analysis in Section 3.14 f the EIS considered the impacts
on the environment from the Whistling Ridge Energy Project when added to both existing and
reasonably foreseeable future projects. Section 3.14 of the EIS has been revised to reflect that
the cumulative impact analysis includes existing and reasonably foreseeable future development
generally within approximately 20 miles of the Project Area, but also existing and reasonably
foreseeable wind projects that are farther than 20 miles from the Project Area for the purpose of
assessing cumulative impacts to visual resources. In reference to the commenter’s concern
regarding the intermittent nature of wind energy generation, please see Section 3.14.3.5, Fish
Species in the Cumulative Impacts section of the DEIS. Currently, the Columbia River
hydrosystem has sufficient reserve capacity to provide for fluctuations in wind generation.

Comment:  We find that, in many areas, the present DEIS is completely insufficient and we
urge that the NEPA/SEPA responsible officials prepare a supplemental DEIS. The following
pages of written and charted comments, plus Exhibits, are intended to address some, but not all,
of the deficiencies noted in the particular sections within the WRE DEIS that address Bats. In all
cases, the deficiencies are explained. In most cases, particular remedies are suggested. Because
no remedy is proposed by SOSA does not mean there should not be one implemented by the
NEPA/SEPA responsible officials. [LTR 178, CMT 2]

G-27



Whistling Ridge Energy Project
Final Environmental Impact Statement Appendix G — Response to Comments

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the DEIS. SOSA trusts that the
DFEIS and FEIS will provide facts and analysis on the issues raised herein. Science based
studies require a statement of all assumptions made to design a study and collect, analyze, and
interpret data. This is completely nonexistent in the DEIS and Appendices. [LTR 178, CMT 8]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 60, CMT 1 above.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.1.1 ...and there is a proven wind resource at the
site. The use of the word “proven” should require substantiation. A review of government
websites, like the National Renewable Energy Labs (NREL), found at windpowermaps.org,
shows a wind rating for the WRE site as Marginal to Fair. They should provide met tower data,
and the location of such. The only currently observed tower, from a public vantage point, is
located on the highest predicted wind power location within the site, so additional met tower
data should be provided at the lowest predicted locations as well. Given the Federal Investment
Tax Credit, it is imperative that the public grants are used up on the best potential wind
resources first, which this site is NOT (according to government predicted models). The
Applicant should justify with supportably detail data to demonstrate otherwise. [see also
comment at 1-9 (1.4.1)] Remedy - Wind Resource must be quantified by met tower data in
multiple locations, and with wind direction in all THREE axes. Then these data must be
compared to the alternative of wind resources in the Eastern portion of WA State. Wind power
versus wind speeds must be discussed and compared. [LTR 178, CMT 32]

Response: ~ The purpose of Section 1.1 of the EIS is to provide a brief introduction to Purpose
and Need for the Action being proposed and is not intended to provide a comprehensive
evaluation of the proposed Project details. There were several criteria applied to determine
whether the Whistling Ridge Project or other alternatives were technically and economically
feasible, and these criteria are discussed in Section 1.4.3 of the EIS. The criteria included the
need for a “steady supply of robust wind power, and on a site on which construction can
reasonably occur,” that “the Project must be located on land the Applicant owns and controls...,”
and that “the Project must be located in proximity to existing high-voltage transmission lines.”
While both Washington EFSEC and BPA need to respond to the applicable Applicant requests
for authorizations and approvals regarding the proposed Project, neither have the jurisdictional
authority to determine or require that the Applicant justify that the proposed Project is one of the
“best potential wind resources.”

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.3.2, [t]hose agencies may use this EIS in order
to fulfill their NEPA or SEPA responsibilities. Providing that the final EIS is a fair, accurate,
clear, and truthful document of the issues. Remedy - Issue a complete and accurate final EIS as
the document used by Decision-makers in the Adjudicative process. [LTR 178, CMT 34]
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Response:  Consistent with SEPA and NEPA requirements, the lead agencies fully intend to
produce an objective and reasonably thorough Final EIS for the proposed Project.

Comment:  [In reference to] Section 1.4, [t]wo alternatives are evaluated in this EIS: the
Proposed Action (authorizing construction and operation of the proposed Whistling Ridge
Energy Project and associated components) and the No Action alternative. Proposed Action and
No Action alone does not satisfy SEPA or NEPA requirements. The extent of available lands in
the analysis should be determined by partnerships or contracts between Applicant and other
parties/investors. Remedy - Reference SOSA comment letter addressing the topic specifically, in
detail [LTR 178, CMT 35]

Response:  The lead agencies believe that the EIS considers a reasonable range of alternatives
and adequately describes these alternatives, consistent with the requirements of both SEPA and
NEPA. Issues raised in these comments specific to alternatives considered but eliminated from
detailed study in the EIS are addressed in other response to comments in this section.

Comment:  [In reference to] Section 1.4.1, [t]he site has a proven, robust wind resource - No
legal data exists for AI-7, South of South BPA line, due to no conditional use permits issued by
Skamania County, confirmed by Public Information Request, Drach to Skamania County
Planning Dept. July 2010. Any Met tower Data in the Appendices? NREL wind power maps
show the WRE site ranging from Marginal to Fair, as compared to typical Eastern WA projects
listed as Fair to Good (www.windpowermaps.org) see also comment at 1-7 (1.3.1) Remedy -
Wind Resource must be quantified by met tower data in multiple locations, and with wind
direction in all THREE axes. Then these data must be compared to the alternative of wind
resources in the Eastern portion of WA State. Wind power versus wind speeds must be discussed
and compared. [LTR 178, CMT 36]

Response: A quantified comparison of the wind resource to other sites in the state with
reasonably foreseeable wind development is not required by Washington EFSEC as a condition
of the evaluation of the proposal, which is discussed in Section 1.2.1 of the EIS. Similarly, under
BPA’s tariff, BPA offers transmission interconnection to the FCRTS on a first-come, first-served
basis, as discussed in Section 1.2.2 of the EIS. It is the Applicant’s responsibility to determine
the technical and financial feasibility of the proposed Project, with the most important
consideration likely being the quality of the wind resource at the site.

Comment:  [In reference to] Section 1.4.1.3, [t]he Underwood Tap to Bonneville Powerhouse
1-North Camas 115-kV line adjacent to North Bonneville-Midway 230-kV transmission line
would require a new steel lattice structure to raise the conductors such that the 230-kV line can
cross underneath for this interconnection. The explanation of this requirement is unclear.

Remedy - Provide a graphic of the substation site and locations of extra towers required.
Identify if this is related to both potential substation locations. [LTR 178, CMT 37]
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Response: The existing transmission lines that traverse the Project Area, the Underwood
Tap to Bonneville Powerhouse 1-North Camas 115-kV and the North Bonneville-Midway 230-
kV transmission lines, will have to be raised if this Project is approved. The reason being that
the appropriate clearance will be needed to in order to make the interconnection loop-in to these
lines from the proposed BPA substation that would be required for this proposed Project. The
raising of the existing transmission lines would be needed only for the proposed BPA substation.

Comment:  [In reference to Section 1.4.1.5], less than 5,000 gallons per day is anticipated for
kitchen and bathroom use. No mention of quantity of water used to wash/clean Wind Turbine
Blades and Towers. No mention of detergents involved in cleaning operation, nor potential
release of chemicals into ground water from Turbine cleaning operations. Remedy - All uses of
water at the site must be discussed, and the impacts of ALL water releases into the environment
must be identified and addressed. i.e. washing the exterior of the Industrial Equipment. [LTR
178, CMT 38]

Response: It is not anticipated that washing or cleaning of the turbine blades or towers will
be required due to the high level of precipitation in the area.

Comment:  [In reference to] Section 1.4.2, [t]his [No Action] alternative would not help the
state of Washington in achieving the renewable energy goals mandated by the state’s RPS. This
is true for the ALL Alternatives, Action or No Action. There is no control over which state gets
credit for the Renewable Energy from WRE, the power is sold to the highest bidder. EFSEC
would need to condition WRE'’s permit to sell its power only to Washington State entities,
resulting in possible legal complications. Remedy - The EIS cannot claim that WARPS are
benefitted as a result of this Project as proposed. This must be removed as a discussed Benefit of
the Project, unless an approved permit conditions the sale of WRE power ONLY to Washington
State CONSUMERS, via utility contracts. [LTR 178, 39]

Response:  Section 1.2.3.1 of the EIS discusses the Washington RPS primarily as an example
of RPS legislation recently enacted by several western U.S. States, and since it is possible that a
Washington state utility may seek in-state resources to fulfill RPS requirements. However, there
is no certainty at this point as to what utility may purchase the output of the proposed facility.

Comment:  [In reference to] Section 1.4.3.1, [l]and in proximity to existing high voltage
transmission lines Proximity simply translates to a financial impact, which would be covered as
a potential negative in a proposed alternative. Simply not including an alternative due to cost is
not complying with SEPA and NEPA. It is up to the decision-makers to determine if those
potential extra costs outweigh any potential benefits of the alternate location. Remedy - The
DEIS should identify viable Alternatives by including projects in lower impact areas. In the case
of a location distant from the GRID, presumably a larger MW capacity would be contemplated
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to justify the extra cost, and these analyses should be made available to all to understand. [LTR
178, CMT 41]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 22, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.4.3.2, [t]hese objectives include providing a
minimum level of generation to be attractive to utilities seeking to fulfill their RPS
requirements... Documentation should support these claims as to the minimum level power
generation, as well as the Entities (presumed Buyers) which have conditioned future potential
agreements upon said minimum level of power generation, and the service area of said Entities.
(i.e.. WA, CA, AZ, etc.) Remedy - The EIS should include written statements from prospective
Utilities which might purchase power from WRE, stating whatever conditions should exist for a
Purchase Agreement to be negotiated at some future date. [LTR 178, CMT 42]

Response: ~ The Applicant’s objectives reflect their analysis of their business case for the
proposed Project. The minimum level of generation for utilities looking to fulfill RPS
requirements is based on the Applicant’s assessment of other wind projects that have
successfully entered purchase agreements with utilities seeking to meet RPS requirements.
Information concerning the Applicant’s expected return on investment is considered confidential
business data by the Applicant. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, this proposed Project is a
private project that, while it may have some incidental public benefits in the sense of helping
develop renewables, is not being developed as a public project.

Comment:  [In reference to] Section 1.4.3.2, [i]n order to provide this return, the Applicant
has determined that the project must be capable of producing a minimum of 70 MW.
Unsubstantiated claim, this is a private project operated for the public good, therefore financial
analysis and justification is NOT exempt from review. (i.e. for WA RPS mandates) Remedy - The
EIS should include written statements from prospective Utilities which might purchase power
from WRE, stating whatever conditions should exist for a Purchase Agreement to be negotiated
at some future date. [LTR 178, CMT 43]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 178, CMT 42 above.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Sections 1.4.3.6 2 and 2.3.6, Alternative Access Roads,
Route 1: Ausplund Road to a private logging road vacated by Skamania County in 1987, which
crosses private property (not owned by the Applicant) that is currently used for residential,
agricultural orchards, and commercial timber production and harvest There is at least a 500’
portion of the old Ausplund Road that does not exist, it is overgrown with trees. (Picture
attached) The portions of Ausplund Road Private are not available to the Applicant. Road
building and improvements within the CRGNSA have been acknowledged by the Applicant as not
allowed. This is simply NOT a viable Alternative, and therefore does not satisfy the SEPA
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requirements. Applicant failed to include viable alternatives, like Little Buck Creek Road, which
publicly connects with their land, and would reduce traffic congestion on Cook-Underwood
Road, since it turns off early in the proposed route. Remedy - The EIS must remove Ausplund
Road from consideration, and replace it with a known viable alternative, namely Little Buck
Creek Road, or other real, existing route. [LTR 178, CMT 45]

Response:  As explained in Section 2.3.6 (pages 2-22 and 2-23 of the DEIS), the use of
Asplund Road (Route 1) has been eliminated from further consideration because use of this route
would have required road improvements on private property not owned by the Applicant.

Comment:  [In reference to] Sections 1.4.3.6 2 and 2.3.6, Alternative Access Roads, Route 2:
Kollock-Knapp Road to Scoggins Road to a private logging road called the CG2930 road on
County Assessor’s maps, which crosses property owned by the Applicant that is currently used
for commercial timber production and harvest Kollack-Knapp Road was officially retracted by
the Applicant in its Amended Application submitted around October 2009. By the Applicants
own statements, it is NOT a viable Alternative, and therefore does not satisfy the SEPA
requirements. Applicant failed to include viable alternatives, like Lacock-Kelchner Road, via
Little Buck Creek Road, which publicly connects with their land, and would also reduce traffic
congestion on Cook-Underwood Road, since it turns off early in the proposed route. Remedy -
The EIS must remove Kollack-Knapp Road from consideration, and replace it with a known
viable alternative, namely Lacock-Kelchner Road, or other real, existing route. [LTR 178, CMT
46]

Response:  As stated in Section 2.3.6 (pages 2-22 and 2-23 of the DEIS), the use of Kollack-
Knapp Road (Route 2) has been eliminated from further consideration. Therefore, no
improvements to County roads within the Scenic Area would be required. See Section 1.4.1.6
for a description of the proposed haul route.

Comment:  [In Table 1-1 on Page 1-22 of the DEIS under “Earth: Construction’], a detailed
geotechnical investigation would be performed to identify any subsurface conditions. This is yet

another example of a deficiency in the DEIS -no one can assess the environmental impact of

massive recontouring, excavating and road building on steep slopes, until the geotechnical
assessment is completed and included in the DEIS. This Study must be done, and included in the
FEIS. Moderate to Severe changes to topography are likely, given the steep terrain and soil
types. Prevailing winds would place the Turbines on the steepest Western slopes of the Ridge,
and)/or risk loss of critical performance if set too far to the leeward side of the Ridge. Economic
viability could be at risk if geotechnical report finds problems. Please note that the economics
appear marginal, so the risk level could be high. Remedy - The steep ridges of the proposed
WRE project present significant geotechnical challenges that do not exist for projects placed in

farming area. The EIS must include real and likely ground-displacing activities, the volumes of
material to be moved, the locations of displaced material, the depths needed to secure
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foundations, etc. if for no other reason than to ensure the Applicant that realistic construction
costs do not render the project economically unviable. [LTR 178, CMT 47]

Response:  Asdiscussed in Section 2.1.2 of the EIS, final siting of the wind turbines and
associated facilities would be done following completion of the EFSEC Site Certificate. Prior to
this final siting process, as a condition of the Site Certificate and as discussed in Section 3.1.3, a
detailed geotechnical investigation of the specific locations of all wind project elements would
be conducted. If this investigation indicates the potential for slope instability at turbine sites or
other project facilities such as access roads (including improvements to West Pit Road), these
facilities will be redesigned or relocated to avoid this risk. As discussed in Section 2.1.3.7, all
road improvements required for the proposed Project would be designed and constructed under
the direction of a licensed engineer, in accordance with the Skamania County Private Road
Guidelines and Development Assistance Manual. All county roads requiring improvements
would be designed and constructed in accordance with the WSDOT Design Manual.

Comment:  [In reference to Table 1-1 on page 1-23 of the DEIS under “Biological
Resources: Impact of No Action Alternative’], [p]otential Impacts from construction of fossil
fuel power plants. Please clarify the language, as SOSA’s interpretation is that the Applicant
would thus potentially pursue a fossil fuel (natural gas) plant at this site, if No Action on the
Wind Plant was followed. One may already be being planned even if the Wind plant is
permitted. Remedy - Clarify the statement by indicating if this is a general statement, or specific
to the vicinity of the proposed WRE project. (i.e. within 10 mile radius) [LTR 178, CMT 48]

Response:  There are no proposed plans for any fossil-fuel generation at the Project Area.
The referenced comment above related to Table 1-1 has been modified to say “Other power
generation facilities could be constructed and operated in the region to meet long-term needs for
power, including other wind projects or generation using fossil fuels.” Additionally, see Section
3.4.2.2 for a discussion of the impacts of the No Action Alternative on Biological Resources.
As stated on DEIS page 3-81, “Other power generation facilities could be constructed and
operated in the region to meet long-term needs for power, including other wind projects or
generation using fossil fuels.”

Comment:  [In reference to Table 1-1 on page 1-23 of the DEIS under “Construction’],
[m]icrositing of turbines and associated facilities would allow sensitive resources discovered
during construction to be avoided. Applicant states in DEIS that the micrositing corridor is very
narrow along the ridge line due to steep slopes on both sides. Any discovery of sensitive
resources, or even geologic hazards, could disrupt or preclude a major portion of the entire
Project, thus placing it in financial jeopardy. Compared to Facilities cited in farm lands and
grass/shrub/steppe topography, this site has almost no flexibility to adjust to problems
discovered during construction. Remedy - No concrete remedy to suggest, and no pun intended.
[LTR 178, CMT 49]
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Response:  The 650-foot width of the turbine corridor allows sufficient flexibility in siting
individual wind turbines and access roads to avoid sensitive resources that may be discovered
during construction.

Comment:  [In reference to Table I-1 on page 1-24 of the DEIS under “Operation’], [t]here
would likely be some mortality to birds and bats, though not in sufficient quantities to affect
population viability. This is a sweeping and dangerous generalization. PLUS, what constitutes
a given species’ viability has NOT been defined anywhere in this DEIS. Such a subjective
assertion does injustice to the scientific principles and integrity required in any EIS. The data is
sufficient to clearly show greatly elevated bird and bat numbers compared to recent wind
projects in Klickitat County, WA. And the actual mortalities far exceeded predicted mortalities
at those sites. One should assume a similar trend for these Projects in close proximity. It is a
great leap to go from predicting mortality to predicting a species’ viability. In this Project site,
how many Goshawks can society loose? How many Townsend Big Eared Bats can society loose
before they are non-viable? It really depends on who you ask. Rather than forcing the issue,
society should first choose and deplete the sites for Wind Turbines where man has already
developed — meaning — use up the nation's farmland for wind energy before clear cutting the
forest to do so. Remedy - The EIS should remand the Bat studies for completion again, using the
mature technology of the Anabat 2 hardware, and Analook software, which is capable of
identifying species of Bats, not just a threshold 35KHz between big and small bats. A significant
discrepancy between the WEST 2008 and 2009 studies is the duplicative sensors and the filtered
noise percentages, confirming the underlying assumptions between the two studies changed
dramatically, but were not discussed. [LTR 178, CMT 50]

Response:  Section 3.4.4, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, has been revised to change the
language regarding population viability (DEIS page 3-83). The second paragraph has been
revised to read: “No population impacts are expected to birds through turbine collisions.
Adequate information is not known on bat population sizes to determine whether population
response would be anticipated.”

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.6, Table 1-1, “Operation,” [t]urbine fires are
possible, however...are extremely rare. This issue is serious, because even if the potential
occurrence is low, the risk to ALL residents of Underwood’s lives and properties is extremely
high. Any standardized risk assessment model uses the product of “occurrence” and “severity
of occurrence” to assess risk. (for example - FMEA - Failure Modes Effects Analysis) It appears
the Applicant wants to oversimplify this issue by not considering the issue in a proper manner.
This Project is proposed in a Forest environment: an ignitable fuel source in close proximity to
the Turbines. There are areas in the Project site that cannot be clearcut to reduce the fire risk -
namely the western slopes where identified slide hazards exist, and there are unlogged lands on
the western slopes owned by Washington state DNR. (between North BPA line and South BPA
line ~1 mile?) The statement about being extremely rare is based upon typical wind farm
topography and elevation. The steep terrain, and unconfirmed meteorological data, combined
with elevated fuel loads compared to the norm, may likely result in a catastrophic wildfire event.
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Without comparable scenarios, existing data should not be relied on. In the alternative, the
Applicant could continue its current site condition by maintaining the massive clearcutting
already undertaken throughout most of the Project area. This, however, would result in the
effective “permanent” removal of the “forest” ecosystem, and those environmental impacts
would then need to be addressed, and presumably mitigated. Again, cost is a major part of the
equation, and this Applicant has already said they are on the edge of viability. One can insure
property, but not lives. Remedy - The DEIS should consider the Environmental Impacts of the
project, as if the entire site were removed from Forestry altogether, and the ground maintained
with minimal fuel loads. [LTR 178, CMT 52]

Response:  Section 3.6 of the EIS describes the Project Area and the potential fire impacts
from the proposed Project but does not specifically describe response measures for each possible
scenario. There are numerous precautions that will be included in the Fire Protection and
Prevention Plan that would be developed by the Applicant for EFSEC approval, as mentioned in
Section 3.6.3, but this plan would not be prepared unless the decision is made to build the
proposed Project. The Certificate Holder will be required to develop and implement an
operations phase Fire Control Plan in coordination with state and local agencies to minimize risk
of accidental fire during operation and to ensure effective response to any fire that does occur.
The Site Certification Agreement will include a provision that no later than sixty (60) days prior
to the beginning of Commercial Operation, the Certificate Holder shall submit the Fire Control
Plan to EFSEC for review and approval. The fire protection plan and implementation of
additional fire precautions will also be coordinated with the Skamania County Fire Marshall and
DNR in response to fire conditions in the Project Area.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS Section] 1.6, Table 1-1, Visual Resources: Operation. At a
distance beyond 2500 feet, shadow flicker is considered. Even if shadow flicker were a proven
impact, none of the planned turbines are within 2500 feet of existing residences. The statement
fails to identify a permitted residential structure, applied well prior to WRE's Application, that is
within 2000 feet of the proposed Facility. Remedy - Consider adding the following language to
the end of the existing sentence: “... and the permitted residence at 2000 feet could be mitigated
by appropriate vegetative screening placed by the Applicant on its land, adjacent to the affected
residence.” Since this 80 acres of land, in the Project Site, was just logged in June/July 2010,
new vegetation will need to be planted if this measure is deemed appropriate. [LTR 178, CMT
53]

Response:  Section 3.6.2.1 discusses the use of operational controls that could be
implemented to reduce shadow flicker. This includes controlling turbine speed or orientation
during specific periods.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.6, Table 1-1, “Operation,” EMF from the
project will be lower than those of many common household appliances and would have no
health or safety impacts. Please provide/include data to support this assertion. Not only
Electromagnetic Fields (EMF) should be included, but also stray electrical voltage produced
during normal operations, during lightning storms, and especially power must be dumped into
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the ground during temporary grid overload conditions. One of SOSA’s members, Tom Drach,
and his family live at a residence roughly 2500 feet from proposed Turbines. There is strong
evidence to suggest such stray electricity would pose a safety impact, due to potential failure of
Electrical services and systems dependent upon such. For example, Ground-Fault Electrical
Devices required by WA Code. The geology of this area is known to contain faults and fractures,
which would tend to carry electrical energy much, much further than in an homogenous
isotropic type soils, which is likely assumed in the Applicant’s analysis. Remedy - Any proposed
permit should include provisions for nearby residents to fully remedy issues related to stray

voltage and stray electro-magnetic energy, with the entire cost burden placed on the Applicant.
[LTR 178, CMT 54]

Response: EMF readings for transmission lines and common household appliances are
shown in Table 3.6.4. Readings for transmission and distribution lines are shown to be lower
than some common household appliances. The source of this information is the National
Institute of Environmental Health Sciences. If the proposed Project were to be approved, EFSEC
would provide plan review and inspection of construction activities for all Project buildings,
structures, underground and overhead electrical lines, sanitary waste water discharge systems,
and other Project facilities to ensure compliance with the Site Certificate Agreement.
Construction would be in accordance with the approved design and construction plans, the IBC
(International Building Code) and UBC (Uniform Building Code of 1997) and other relevant
regulations. EFSEC may contract with Skamania County to provide these services. If Skamania
County is unable to provide timely review and inspection services, EFSEC would coordinate
with the County on the selection of other appropriate agency or firms to provide such services.
Any additional information regarding EMF and BPA’s transmission lines can be found on BPA’s
website at: http.//transmission.bpa.gov/LanCom/Safety Around Power Lines/emf.cfm.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS Section] 1.6, Table 1-1, Visual Resources: Operation. The
turbines would be visible from some viewpoints, including some within the CRGNSA. This
project has the potential to create low to moderate levels of visual impact at key viewpoints. The
statements made here should be quantified, or terminology defined more precisely. The wording
tends to minimize the issue, and “low to moderate” should have some reference scale for
decision-makers to know how to gage severity on a commonly understood basis. Such
subjectivity, especially in a summary, can lead to erroneous interpretations. (Decision makers
with limited time to review may rely on the Summary to inform them as to the critical issues
involved) Remedy - Quantify the visual impacts in table format for each Key Viewing Area
within the CRGNSA, as well as other noteworthy points in view of the proposed project. Remove
subjectivity by implementing an intuitive, commonly understood reference scheme. [LTR 178,
CMT 55]

Response:  “Low” and “moderate” impacts were defined in Section 3.9.3.1 on DEIS page 3-
175. Additional discussion on the definition of these terms in the summary would not add clarity
to the document, but would be repetitious.
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Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.6, Table 1-1, Public Services and Utilities:
Operation, [t]he project’s assessed value could be as much as $87.5 million, and this would
generate approximately $800,000 per year in tax distributions..... AND Table 1.1
Socioeconomics: Operation, [t]he proposed project would have an estimated value of $87.5
million, which would represent an increase of 6.5% in assessed value in the County. At current
tax rates, the increase in property tax revenue to the County would be $731,500 annually. The
statement in Table 1.1 must accurately reflect the likely financial benefit, rather than the
theoretical maximum, so the decision makers can weigh the true benefit appropriately. WRE's
number grossly exaggerates the tax benefit to municipal, County, and local jurisdictions. The
SEPA responsible official should contact Mr. Gabe Spencer, Skamania County Assessor, to
confirm these numbers are not accurate. A member of SOSA had a conversation with Mr.
Spencer on June 24, 2010, and left with the following understanding: Scenario 1, Project
remains privately owned during operation then Assessed Value will be a negotiated 10 year
average value which will remain constant for the first 10 years to offer more uniform cash flow
for the County Budget versus Straight Line or MACRS depreciation methods. (ref Klickitat
County model) Furthermore, by complex Budget laws, residents in the Underwood District
would otherwise be potentially subject to the shortfall in revenue as depreciation mounted from
the Project. (Surely this would be a strong negative for Underwood Community) So, under the 10
year average scenario, WRE'’s tax payments would be closer to 3350,000 per year, NOT
3800,000. Scenario 2, The Project is acquired by a WA state recognized public utility, like PSE.
The tax for this is not determined by local real tax law, but by a complex formula within the State
Dept. of Revenue (WDOR). According to Ms. Chris Miller, Columbia County, WA Assessor,
their Projects which have fallen under WDOR jurisdiction have only provided their County with
approximately one-third (33%) of the revenue claimed by the Applicant using the same
assumptions as WRE has here. So this value would be ~$266,000, NOT 3800,000 per year.
Remedy - The SEPA Responsible Official should consult with the Skamania County Assessor to
determine the potential financial outcomes, and report as such in the EIS. The only data
provided in the EIS is clearly based on the Applicants information to the SEPA responsible
official, and does not reflect the two MOST likely scenarios. If the present DEIS scenario is
maintained, it should reflect a declining tax payment based on equipment depreciation, and the
real, long-term burden on the Underwood residents thru increased levy rates. [LTR 178, CMT
56]

Response:  Table 1-1 serves only as a summation of the environmental consequences that are
expected to occur from the Proposed Action. Section 3.13, Socioeconomics, gives more
information pertaining to the expected economic benefits to Skamania County. Specifically,
Section 3.13.1.4, Public Finance and Fiscal Conditions, discusses expected tax revenue benefits
to Skamania County in more detail. Furthermore, the expected economic impacts to Skamania
County are discussed in Section 3.13.2, Impacts.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.6, Table 1-1, “Public Services and Utilities,”
“Operation: Fire Protection,” [f]or the Operation phase of the project, nowhere is there listed
an intent to construct and maintain a water reservoir or storage capacity for on-site fire
suppression of the Project site if a Turbine fire failed to be contained. Given the fuel loads
present, and lack of water, any Fire Protection and Prevention Plan should be required to
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include a storage reservoir suitable for use by both land-based equipment and fire-suppression
helicopters. Due to steep terrain, the turbulent updrafis present along the ridgeline would limit
the ability of fixed-wing aircraft to assist in fire suppression at key areas of the Project site.
Simply complying with existing DNR regulations, as the Applicant suggests, does not suffice, for
the DNR statues could not have contemplated the operation of Industrial-grade mechanical and
electrical equipment of this magnitude operating in a forested environment, and 24 hours a day,
a good portion of which without human observation. Remedy - Include the requirement for, and

analyze the impacts of, establishing a fire suppression reservoir, or holding tanks to combat
runaway fires. [LTR 178, CMT 57]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 178, CMT 52 above.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.6, Table 1-1, Public Services and Utilities.
Operation, [t]he project would employ eight to nine employees; most would be hired from the
local area. Please also include the number of Full-Time Equivalences (FTE’s) that these eight to
nine employees would provide. This is the best way to clarify for the decision-makers how much
benefit is realized thru Project operation. Remedy - Include Full-Time Equivalents (FTE’s) as
part of the description of Operations Personnel. [LTR 178, CMT 58]

Response: Full-time equivalent (FTE) is utilized to measure a worker’s involvement in a
project. An FTE of 1.0 means that the person is equivalent to a full-time worker; while an FTE
of 0.5 means that the worker is only employed half-time. Typically, different scales are used to
calibrate this number, depending on the type of institution (schools, industry, research) and scope
of the report (personnel cost, productivity). Furthermore, the Government Accountability Office
(GAO) defines FTE as the number of total hours worked divided by the maximum number of
compensable hours in a work year as defined by law. For example, if the work year is defined as
2,080 hours, then one worker occupying a paid full time job all year would consume 1.0 FTE.
Two employees working for 1,040 hours each would consume 1.0 FTE between the two of them
(where each worker would be working only half-time). Section 3.13.2.1, Impacts of the
Proposed Action, presents this information in yet another way. The estimated annual labor cost
of these 8-9 workers is expected to range from $167,000 to $188,000 per employee. Further
discussion of these estimations and methodologies for predicting labor costs can be seen in
Section 3.12.3 Mitigation Measures.

Comment:  [In Section 1-6, Table 1-1, under] “Socioeconomics: Operation,” [b]ased on a
review of available studies, operation of the project is not expected to create adverse impact to
property values. Data on this subject is limited for a number of reasons. Significant differences
in underlying assumptions hold for the WRE project. As such, “... a Property Value Guarantee
(PVG) should be required of the developer. A State[-]controlled fund or developer bond should
be required to guarantee no undue delay in PVG payment(s) to legitimately affected
homeowners, and/or to buy out homeowners located within 2-miles of any turbines if they elect
to relocate away from the turbine project(s) and cannot sell for the pre-project market value of
their properties. Such a guarantee is nominal in cost, relative to total project costs, and are used
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to condition high impact land use approvals such as landfills and even limestone quarries, as
well as other wind energy developments.” References - Exhibit 2F, attached as separate PDF
file due to size. Citation from McCann Appraisal LLC Property Value Report to Adams County
Board, IL, June 8, 2010, copy included in Appendix [website added here:
http://nowindfarms.com/blog/testimony-of-michael-mccann-on-property-value-impacts-in-
adams-county-il/#]. This report includes several other recommendations, appropriate for
conditioning the WRE Application, to protect residents if Developer claims are later determined
to be incorrect. Remedy - The EIS should include, in the Appendix, a reference Template on a
Property Value Guarantee, which generally outlines the structure and authority of such a
Guaranteed by the Applicant. Decision-makers should have a clear idea of the likely protections
which would be result, in the event they choose to implement such, as part of any conditioning of
a project permit. [LTR 178, CMT 59]

Response: RCW 80.50.100 mentions the following: “The council shall include conditions in
the draft certification agreement to implement the provisions of this chapter, including, but not
limited to, conditions to protect state or local governmental or community interests affected by
the construction or operation of the energy facility, and conditions designed to recognize the
purpose of laws or ordinances, or rules or regulations promulgated thereunder, that are
preempted or superseded pursuant to RCW 80.50.110 as now or hereafter amended. However,
RCW 80.50.100 only addresses “community interests” which does not include personal property
values. Therefore, discussions related to Property Value Guarantees are not handled by EFSEC
or BPA and are outside the scope of this EIS.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.7, Table 1-2, Public Health and Safety,
[u]navoidable adverse impacts to environmental health are anticipated to be minimal. Please
amend or clarify this statement, as it OMITS any reference to Public Safety. (The Element of the
Environment heading is: Public Health and Safety) Plus, should one assume that the word
“environmental” used in the DEIS is synonymous with “Public”? Remedy - Please correct the
wording to address Public Health and Safety, rather than environmental health. [LTR 178, CMT
60]

Response:  The text in Table 1-2 of the DEIS, Public Health and Safety, has been updated to
clarify the impacts of the potential Project to Public Health and Safety. Similarly, the heading
for the row in Table 1-1 on page 1-25 of the DEIS has been changed from “Environmental
Health” to “Public Health and Safety” for consistency. No changes to the description of impacts
in the second column of Table 1-1 of the DEIS have been made because each of the impacts
described are understood to be potential impacts to “Public Health and Safety,” and are described
in more detail in Section 3.6 of the EIS.

Comment:  [In reference to] Table I-2, Noise: ...and operation noise is predicted to be less
than the nighttime threshold of 50 dBA Leq, per Washington State and Skamania County
regulations. Short-term noise impacts during construction is exempt so long as it occurs during
daytime hours, and operation noise is predicted to be less than the nighttime threshold of 50 dBA
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Leq per Washington State and Skamania County regulations. Even though Oregon has much
more progressive laws on noise and setbacks, the minimum legal standard in WA is the (woefully
inadequate) Washington Administrative Code (WAC 173-60). WA noise standards. The public
welfare is better served by, and EFSEC is encouraged to so condition, the Environmental
Protection Agency Guidelines: In April 1973, the local EPA Region X office published a
document titled, “Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines.”” This document discusses
potential impacts from noise increases in terms of expected community response to the
introduced noise source. This regional EPA guideline document suggests the following potential
community responses to ranges of noise increases: Up to 5 dBA increase — few complaints if
gradual increase; 5 to 10 dBA increase — more complaints, especially if conflict with sleeping
hours; Over 10 dBA increase — substantial number of complaints According to the EPA Region
X document, generally no mitigation is required if the increase is less than 5 dBA. Some
mitigation should be considered for increases of 5 to 10 dBA. Increases greater than 10 dBA
would be considered serious and would warrant close attention. Reference - Kittitas Desert
Claim 2004 FEIS at 3-192 : Environmental Protection Agency Guidelines All Verbal and
Written comments submitted by Keith Brown and/or Teresa Robbins for the WRE DEIS, are
incorporated by reference here by SOSA. Remedy - Consider requiring the Applicant to follow
the document titled, “Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines,” which would limit noise to
10 dBA over typical background levels (25 dBA nighttime, 35 dBA daytime, typ. for rural areas)
Thus making the condition for noise not to exceed 35 dBA at night, and 45 dBA during the day.
The WAC code did not contemplate noise sources from Wind Turbines, and their proximity to
residential use. Furthermore, SOSA incorporates the recommendations of Keith Brown and
Teresa Robbins by reference, regarding all the aspects of the noise subject. [LTR 178, CMT 61]

Response: In the absence of statutory noise limits, such as regulations and ordinances, for a
project vicinity or jurisdiction, the acoustical expert would draw from practical experience, refer
to appropriate standards, and use professional judgment or opinion to develop appropriate
acoustical guidance criteria that may be used to assess noise impacts. However, for this Project
vicinity, there is existing State and County regulation regarding acceptable noise levels, and they
are clearly defined as absolute criteria. The mentioned EPA guidelines are only guidance, and
their suggested relative-type criteria can be complicated to implement for determining impact
assessment due to the nature of ambient environmental noise: it is subject to variance from a
number of factors including seasonal presence of noisy wildlife (frogs, insects, migratory birds,
etc.), climate (temperature, humidity), ground wind speed, levels of outdoor human activities
(within a community or at an individual property), surface traffic, aviation over-flights, seasonal
HVAC usage (air conditioners during the summer months) and precipitation (rainfall on roofs,
road surfaces, etc.).

Comment:  General Comment on DEIS - Certain claims by the Applicant can neither be
substantiated with certainty or refuted with certainty. In these cases, the Council should neither
consider a claim to be a benefit or a detriment to the proposed Project. For example, Global
warming, reduction in CO2 emissions, as supported by several scientific papers concluding that
the “jury is still out” on some of these issues. Remedy - The EFSEC Council should consider

these types of claims as neither a significant benefit or a significant detriment to the proposed
Project. [LTR 178, CMT 135]
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Response: EFSEC will consider the reasonableness of expected Project benefits and
detriments in conjunction with the broad interests of the public as part of its recommendation to
the Governor concerning the proposed Project.

Comment:  General Comment on DEIS - Applicant must provide met data and “wind power”
analysis (confidentially if needed) to EFSEC Council to justify why this site is sooooo much
better that others, that it could justify or warrant consideration in light of all the issues against.
Wind Power is defined as the integral of wind “energy” with time. This is commonly
approximated as a function of average wind speed spanned out over a long time period. One
must note that the calculated wind speeds (or power) just north of the north BPA line are a
maximum for the project site, and the average for the site, as a whole, would be considerably
less. Remedy - Financial justification for the Project needs to be disclosed and verified. [LTR
178, CMT 139]

Response:  The purpose of the EIS that has been prepared is to evaluate the potential
environmental impacts that could occur from the lead agencies’ actions concerning the proposed
Project, not to require financial or resource justification for the proposed Project itself. In other
words, neither SEPA nor NEPA require that an EIS prove or validate the applicant’s business
case for its proposal.

Comment:  General Comment on DEIS - It appears that many general and specific issues
raised in the Scoping Report are not addressed, or not adequately addressed. To ensure the
integrity of the Scoping Process, SOSA recommends the DEIS or “FDEIS” include a “Response
Matrix” which would indicate the location (s) within the DEIS where the response, rebuttal, or
otherwise answer to EACH scoping comment can be found. Remedy - Close the loop with the

public comments by indicating responses in a “Response Matrix” as described to the left. [LTR
178, CMT 140]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 119, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  General Comment on DEIS - Issues raised in the Scoping Process, under the
Category of “Documents” (Issue Code “DX”), are not broken down in any detail. Lack of
categorization of the individual documents, and subjects within, could have led to an important
issue not being addressed. As part of the “Results Matrix” comment above, any matter raised in
the “DX” issue code should be re categorized separably into the other Categories, and likewise
noted where these issues are addressed in the DEIS. [LTR 178, CMT 141]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 119, CMT 2 above.

G-41



Whistling Ridge Energy Project
Final Environmental Impact Statement Appendix G — Response to Comments

Comment:  Furthermore, a supplementary DEIS or a new DEIS should be issued and public
comment provided. [LTR 178, CMT 141]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  In reference to Exhibit 21, Page 1 - Pink Color Routes are the non-viable
Alternate Routes identified in the DEIS.(at 1-16) Ausplund Road is NOT a possible alternative,
given new road building within the NSA would be required, which the Applicant has
acknowledged is not allowed for this use within the NSA. Pictures of the now overgrown portion
of Ausplund road is shown on following pages. DEIS states in 1.4.3.6 (at 1-16) that both
Alternatives have been eliminated as an alternative due to road construction requirements within
the NSA. As such, the DEIS is deficient in that no Construction Roadway alternatives are
identified or considered. SOSA has identified two alternatives - namely Schoolhouse to Little
Buck Creek Road, and Lalock-Kelchner Roads, both of which will take traffic out of the NSA and
allow the Applicant to build roads on property which it ALREADY owns, all the way to the
proposed Project site. [LTR 178, CMT 143]

Response: ~ The Applicant has evaluated numerous alternative access roads and believes that
the currently proposed access route described in Section 1.4.1.6 is the best option.

Comment:  We find that, in many areas, the present DEIS is completely insufficient and we
urge that the NEPA/SEPA responsible officials prepare a supplemental DEIS. [LTR 178, CMT
146]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  The DEIS is so deficient that it cannot be used as the basis for a decision on the
project. The proposed project should be denied outright, but if it is to be given further
consideration, a supplemental or revised DEIS is required. [LTR 179, CMT 5]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Unfortunately, this Draft Environmental Impact Statement fails to take the hard
look required by NEPA and SEPA. The DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it improperly
narrows the scope of study, ignores and trivializes the impacts of the project, ignores or
summarily dismisses detailed comments from the public and expert agencies, and was largely
drafted and/or influenced by the applicant and the applicant’s consultants behind closed doors
and is therefore extremely biased in favor of the project. [LTR 179, CMT 5]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 60, CMT 1 above.
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Comment:  The National Environmental Policy Act. A major purpose of the National
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) is to ensure that federal agencies conduct fully informed
environmental decision-making. NEPA promotes its sweeping commitment to “‘prevent or
eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere” by focusing the attention of federal
decision makers and the public on the environmental and other impacts of proposed agency
action. 42 U.S.C. § 4321. By focusing agency attention on the environmental and socioeconomic
impacts of a proposed action, NEPA ensures that the agency will not act on incomplete
information, only to regret its decision once finalized. See Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens
Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989). To that end, “[t]he sweep of NEPA is extraordinarily broad,
compelling consideration of any and all types of environmental impacts of federal action.”
Calvert Cliffs’ Coordinating Comm. v. U.S. Atomic Energy Comm’n, 449 F.2d 1109, 1122 (D.C.
Cir. 1971). An agency must “take the initiative of considering environmental values at every
distinctive and comprehensive stage of the process.” Id. at 1111. [LTR 179, CMT 11]

Response:  The objectives and requirements of NEPA and SEPA are noted. The lead
agencies believe that all applicable NEPA and SEPA requirements have been met.

Comment:  The State Environmental Policy Act. The Washington State Environmental Policy
Act (“SEPA”) applies to state and local governmental actions and decisions. SEPA’s general
purpose is to require consideration of environmental factors at the earliest possible stage in
order to allow decisions to be based on a complete disclosure of environmental consequences.
See Stempel v. Dept. of Water Resources v. City of Kirkland, 82 Wn. 2d. 109, 118 (1973).
Agencies are required to engage in an open and public study of environmental impacts at the
earliest possible time. RCW § 43.21C.030(b); see also WAC § 197-11-300. Agencies must assess
the likely cumulative, direct, indirect, short-term, and long-term impacts to the environment.
WAC 197-11-030(2)(b), (2)(g); see also State Environmental Policy Act Handbook (SEPA
Handbook) at 2 (2003). Agencies must also evaluate alternatives and mitigation measures.

WAC 197-11-055(2)(c); see also SEPA Handbook at 2. Agencies “shall not limit” consideration
only to impacts within the boundaries of the agencies’ jurisdiction. WAC 197-11-060(4). For
projects with likely significant impacts, environmental impact statements are required to ensure
that government agencies and interested citizens have an opportunity to thoroughly review
environmental impacts of proposed actions at the earliest possible stage; the agency must use the
EIS in planning actions and making decisions. WAC 197-11-400(4). “The primary purpose of
an environmental impact statement is to ensure that SEPA’s policies are an integral part of the
ongoing programs and actions of state and local government.” WAC 197-11-400(1). The EIS
must be impartial and must inform decision makers of alternatives and mitigation measures that
avoid or minimize impacts of a proposed action. WAC 197-11-400(2). The EIS must not merely
rationalize a predetermined outcome. WAC 197-11-402(10). (“EISs shall serve as the means of
assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency action, rather than justifying decisions
already made.”) Rather, the EIS must include sufficient objective analysis to actually inform the
agency’s decision making process. The EIS must be completed early enough to serve as a
practical contribution to the decision making process. WAC 197-11-406 (““The statement shall
be prepared early enough so it can serve practically as an important contribution to the decision
making process and will not be used to rationalize or justify decisions already made.”); see also
King County v. Boundary Review Board, 122 Wn.2d 648, 666, 860 P.2d 1024 (1993); Barrie v.
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Kitsap County, 93 Wn.2d 843, 854, 613 P.2d 1148 (1980); Mentor v. Kitsap County, 22 Wn.App.
285, 291, 588 P.2d 1226 (1978). For projects with potentially significant or serious impacts,
SEPA requires the same hard look that NEPA does. “The level of detail shall be commensurate
with the importance of the impact,” and in the face of any scientific uncertainty, the EIS must
disclose the uncertainty and analyze the worst case scenario and the likelihood of its occurrence.

WAC 197-11-402(2) and 197-11-080(2). [LTR 179, CMT 12]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 179, CMT 11 above.

Comment:  The DEIS is Improperly Designed so that the Applicant’s Private Economic
Interests Unlawfully Dictate the Purpose, Need, Alternatives, and Eventual Outcome for the
Proposed Action. A. The Purpose and Need Statement in the DEIS is Being Improperly Driven
by the Applicant’s Private Economic Interests. NEPA requires federal agencies to “rigorously
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives” to a proposed action. 40 C.F.R. §
1502.14(a). In order to do so, the agency must first reasonably and objectively define the
purpose and need of a proposed action. See Simmons v. United States Army Corps of Eng’rs,
120 F.3d 664, 666 (7th Cir. 1997) (citing Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d
190, 195-96 (D.C. Cir. 1991)). The chosen statement of purpose and need effectively dictates
the range of alternatives evaluate in an EIS. 1d. “[A]n agency cannot define its objectives in
unreasonably narrow terms.” City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v. United States Dep’t of Transp., 123
F.3d 1142, 155 (9th Cir. 1997). “An agency may not define the objectives of its action in terms
so unreasonably narrow that only one alternative... would accomplish the goals of the agency’s
action, and the EIS would become a foreordained formality. Nat’l Parks & Conservation Ass’n
v. Bureau of Land Mgmt., 606 F.3d 1058, 1070 (9th Cir. 2010). Moreover, an agency may not
allow the economic needs and goals of a private applicant to define the purpose and need, and
hence the inevitable outcome, of an EIS. Id. Unfortunately, that is exactly what is happening
with this EIS. [LTR 179, CMT 13]

Response: ~ EFSEC and BPA have identified their respective need for action in a manner
entirely consistent with SEPA and NEPA. As discussed in Section 1.2.1 of the EIS, EFSEC’s
need for action is to respond to an application by WRE for a site certificate. As discussed in
Section 1.2.2 of the EIS, BPA’s need for action is to respond to WRE’s request for an
interconnection of its proposed Project to the Federal Columbia River Transmission System
(FCRTS). Each agency also has separate purposes (i.e., objectives) that it will bear in mind and
attempt to meet in reviewing and making a decision on the Project. Given the agencies’ need for
action in this case (i.e., to approve or deny an application and request), the range of alternatives
considered in detail in the EIS is not unreasonable. In addition, the agencies considered a
number of other alternatives but eliminated those alternatives from detailed study in the EIS, as
discussed in Section 2.3.

Comment:  The DEIS lists the applicant’s “needs,” including the “business needs of the
applicant” (such as “diversifying the holdings” of the Applicant) as stated needs for the project,
and lists no agency-defined objectives or needs other than complying with applicable laws. The
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DEIS fails to even acknowledge that the agencies have no obligation or responsibility
whatsoever to meet the applicant’s needs or desires. As a result, the Applicant-identified needs
are defining and driving the characteristics of this project and the alternatives thereto. This
approach is inappropriate and unlawful. [LTR 179, CMT 14]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 179, CMT 13 above.

Comment:  Interestingly, some of the Applicant-identified needs are suspect. For instance,
the Applicant identifies a need for utilities in Washington State to provide more alternative
energy to their customers. DEIS at 1-4—1-6. But nowhere has the Applicant specified or publicly
commiitted to sell the electricity from this project within Washington State. As it stands, well
over half of all the wind energy produced in Washington and Oregon is currently being sent to
California. If a similar fate occurs with the electricity from the Whistling Ridge project, then the
Washington state requirements for alternative energy are wholly irrelevant to the project. The
applicant cannot have it both ways. It cannot assert that meeting Washington state renewable
portfolio standards is a need for the project, and yet refuse to commit energy from this project to
remain in Washington state. [LTR 179, CMT 15]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 178, CMT 39 above.

Comment:  The DEIS repeatedly states or implies that the project would reliably produce
between 70 MW and 75 MW of energy. See, e.g., DEIS at [Pages] 1-9, 3-90, 3-271. The DEIS
significantly overvalues the generating potential of the project. Wind energy facilities cannot
continually generate energy at their rated capacity. Generally, wind energy facilities generate
energy at 30% of capacity. So for this project, the actual energy output would be only 21 MW.
Every assertion or implication in the DEIS that the Whistling Ridge project would produce 70 or
75 MW of energy must be corrected to reflect the likely actual production of the facility. This
correction must also be reflected in the purported need to produce at least 70 MW of energy for
the project to be marketable. In any event, the facility would likely deliver 21 MW of energy to
the grid. [LTR 179, CMT 16]

Response: ~ The commenter is referring to the distinction between the total capacity of a
generator (expressed in terms of megawatts, or “MW?”), and the average capacity of a generator
(expressed in terms of average MWs, or “aMW?”). The EIS correctly uses these terms and
accordingly does not overstate the generating capacity of the proposed Project.

Comment:  Further, the Applicant’s purpose and need statement appears to be defined only
in terms of conveying power from a wind energy generation facility. This purpose and need is
too narrowly limited, and avoids the question of whether there truly is a need for a wind energy
project. As a result, the purpose and need statement improperly limits the alternatives
considered by the agencies. [LTR 179, CMT 17]
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Response:  The Applicant-identified needs contained in Section 1.2.3 of the EIS are not only
defined in terms of conveying power. These needs also involve developing renewable resources
and diversifying the Applicant’s business. However, it is true that the Applicant has specifically
proposed a wind generation project, and that is what is evaluated in the EIS. Regardless, no
matter how the Applicant defines its needs, it is the agency’s need for action that defines the
range of alternatives to be considered in an EIS.

Comment:  The Stated Purposes Fail to Acknowledge EFSEC’s Duty to Protect State or
Local Governmental or Community Interests. One of EFSEC’s mandates is to “protect state or
local governmental or community interests affected by the construction or operation of the
energy facility.” WAC 463-64-020. Any site certification agreement must contain conditions to
meet this mandate. ld. The DEIS fails to even mention this mandate, let alone apply it. This
mandate should be expressly included in the stated purpose and need for action on page 1-3 of
the EIS, and should be applied and reflected throughout the DEIS. [LTR 179, CMT 19]

Response: EFSEC SEPA rules provide the option for the Applicant to prepare EIS
documents, with oversight from the EFSEC responsible official. The DEIS was prepared in this
manner. EFSEC and its independent consultant reviewed all DEIS information including visual
resources before the DEIS was issued by EFSEC and BPA. However, neither EFSEC nor its
independent consultant performed the actual visual analysis.

Comment:  Originally, the agencies stated that the Applicant and its consultants would be
preparing the EIS. However, because the public objected to this arrangement and pointed out
that it would violate NEPA, the agencies made the following announcement in the DEIS May 21,
2010 cover letter: While EFSEC and BPA are the entities that have prepared the Draft EIS,
these agencies have worked collaboratively with Whistling Ridge Energy LLC to obtain
necessary information about the project and its potential impacts for the EIS. Initially, EFSEC
had intended to allow Whistling Ridge Energy LLC to prepare the EIS, as allowed by SEPA;
however, after public concern was raised, EFSEC and BPA decided that the lead agencies would
be directly responsible for preparing the EIS. Accordingly, we have used environmental
information provided by Whistling Ridge Energy LLC and its consultants in the EIS as
appropriate. All such information has been independently evaluated and reviewed for accuracy
by the lead agencies, as well as by an independent, third party consultant retained by EFSEC.
This statement invites more questions than it answers. What was the exact nature and extent of
the involvement of WRE and its consultants in the preparation the DEIS? Did they simply supply
environmental “information,” as stated in the cover letter, or did they supply analysis, findings,
and/or conclusions for the DEIS? [LTR 179, CMT 30]

Response:  The lead agencies believe that they have produced a reasonably thorough analysis
of the proposed Project that adequately considers all points of view. BPA and EFSEC staff
actively and extensively participated in the preparation of the EIS, as required by SEPA and
NEPA. Both SEPA and NEPA allow for the use of environmental information, in whatever
form, from the Applicant for use in the preparation of an EIS. In fact, SEPA allows for an
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applicant to prepare the EIS. Nonetheless, where the lead agencies used information provided by
the Applicant or its consultants, this information was thoroughly reviewed and independently
evaluated by the agencies to ensure its competency and accuracy. This approach is consistent
with the intent of SEPA and NEPA that acceptable environment work not be redone, but that it
instead simply be verified by the lead agency. Accordingly, the lead agencies appropriately took
full responsibility for the scope and content of the EIS, and have fulfilled their respective
responsibilities for EIS preparation under SEPA and NEPA.

Comment:  There is a major difference between the applicant’s consultants supplying the
agencies with information and data (such as species survey data, photographs, coordinates for
turbine locations, etc.) and the applicant’s consultants drafting analysis and conclusions to be
inserted into the DEIS document. Unfortunately, the DEIS cover letter does not satisfactorily
explain which scenario occurred, but the extremely biased nature of the DEIS in favor of the
project strongly implies an active role by the Applicant’s consultants in its preparation. [LTR
179, CMT 35]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 179, CMT 30 above.

Comment:  Although the agencies claim to have “prepared” the content of the DEIS and
independently reviewed and verified any information from the applicant, by all outward
appearances this did not occur—at least with major sections of the DEIS. Rather, it appears that
the Applicant’s consultants were allowed to write major portions of the DEIS. If so, then the
Applicant has been allowed to exert undue influence over the content of the DEIS. The
predictable outcome is a DEIS that, in effect, serves as an extremely biased and result-oriented
prospectus for the proposed project exactly as proposed by the Applicant, instead of the
searching and balanced decision-making document required by NEPA and SEPA. NEPA case
law and guidance are clear that an applicant, such as Whistling Ridge Energy, should not be
allowed to influence the analytical content of an EIS. See, e.g., Sierra Club v. Sigler, 695 F.2d
957, 962 n.3 (5th Cir. 1983) (expressing serious concern over role of private firm in preparation
of EIS). An EIS must be an entirely objective analysis intended to aid the decision maker and the
public in understanding the consequences of an agency decision. Thus, it is standard practice
for action agencies to ensure that applicants for federal action are insulated from all aspects of
EIS preparation other than providing information. Any arrangement that allows the very same
consultants who drafted the application to also draft analytical content for the DEIS is improper
and cannot be allowed to continue. Ifin fact the agencies have been relying on the Applicant’s
consultants (rather than agency employees) to draft analytical content for the DEIS, then the
agencies should immediately withdraw the DEIS, and should either retain new consultants
unaffiliated with the applicants to prepare a revised DEIS or should ensure that a revised DEIS
is drafted by disinterested agency employees. The Applicant and its consultants must not be
allowed to continue to play a direct and significant role in the preparation of factual and legal
conclusions in the EIS. Such a role is improper and invalidates the DEIS as the basis for further
decision-making. The agencies also state that they have hired a third-party consultant who has
been charged with independently verifying the content of the DEIS. However, it is ultimately the
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agencies’ responsibility, and not that of any consultants, to independently verify the DEIS. [LTR
179, CMT 36]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 179, CMT 30 above.

Comment:  An attached May 28, 2010 email string further calls into question whether EFSEC
and BPA staff actually wrote the content of the EIS, or allowed the applicant’s consultants to
write it. The emails show that a landscape architect with the U.S. Forest Service telephoned the
EFSEC Site Manager “express[ing] concerns about the quality of the [visual resource]
analysis.” The Forest Service employee asked EFSEC “who did the analysis,” “what their
qualifications were,” and “whether or not a Landscape Architect was consulted during
development of this section.” Apparently not knowing the answer to these questions, the EFSEC
Site Manager appears to have referred the questions to the Project Manager with URS
Corporation, the Applicant’s lead consultants. As with the agencies’ DEIS cover letter, this
email string poses a number of questions. If EFSEC and BPA prepared the DEIS, why does it
appear that EFSEC had to ask the Applicant’s consultants who wrote it? If the agencies were
directly responsible for the content of the EIS, why did they not know whether a landscape
architect participated in its drafting? And as the Forest Service asked, who in fact “did the
analysis,” and what were their qualifications? On the face of the email and the DEIS itself, it
certainly appears as if the same people who wrote the application (i.e., the Applicant’s
consultants) were also allowed to prepare the analysis reviewing the application. In fact, it
appears that the entire scenic resources analysis section of the application, including all
analysis, findings, and conclusions, was simply lifted from the application and inserted verbatim
into the DEIS. [LTR 179, CMT 36]

Response:  The lead agencies believe that they have produced a reasonably thorough analysis
of the proposed Project that adequately considers all points of view. BPA and EFSEC staff
actively and extensively participated in the preparation of the EIS, as required by SEPA and
NEPA. Both SEPA and NEPA allow for the use of environmental information, in whatever
form, from the Applicant for use in the preparation of an EIS. In fact, SEPA allows for an
applicant to prepare the EIS. Initial preparation of the DEIS was done by the Applicant’s
consultant, including the visual resource analysis. Nonetheless, where the lead agencies used
information provided by the Applicant or its consultants, this information including the visual
resource analysis was thoroughly reviewed and independently evaluated by the agencies to
ensure its competency and accuracy. This approach is consistent with the intent of SEPA and
NEPA that acceptable environment work not be redone, but that it instead simply be verified by
the lead agency. Accordingly, the lead agencies appropriately took full responsibility for the
scope and content of the EIS, and have fulfilled their respective responsibilities for EIS
preparation under SEPA and NEPA. A list of preparers can be found in Chapter 6 of the EIS.

Comment:  The applicant here, Whistling Ridge Energy, desires to construct an additional 35
turbines on DNR lands immediately adjacent to the north of this project. This project, known as
“Saddleback” or “Whistling Ridge Phase II,” has been placed on hold by the DNR, but that hold
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could be removed at any time. The DEIS states that “use of these lands for project turbines was
rejected from further consideration.” DEIS at 1-14. However, recent public records requests
have uncovered new evidence that the use of DNR lands is still contemplated by WRE.
Specifically, the attached April 9, 2010, email shows that WRE was evaluating whether a
temporary FAA moratorium on certain wind projects would prohibit expansion onto the DNR
lands. The DEIS fails to sufficiently address the likelihood of Phase II of this project going
forward, and fails to address the cumulative impacts of expanding the scope of this project onto
the adjacent land. All phases and portions of a project must be evaluated at the outset during
environmental review of the first phase. See Merkel v. Port of Brownsville, 8 Wn. App. 844,
850-51, 509 P. 2d 390, 395 (1973), Indian Trail Property Owner’s Ass 'n v. City of Spokane, 76
Wn. App. 430, 443, 886 P.2d 209 (Wn. App. 1994). [LTR 179, CMT 51]

Response: For the proposed action, the EIS evaluates what has been proposed to the lead
agencies by the Applicant, as required by SEPA and NEPA. What has been proposed does not
include development of any additional turbines on adjacent DNR land, nor does it include the
interconnection of any additional power to the FCRTS. In addition, as discussed in Section 2.3.2
of the EIS, DNR is not interested in allowing development of wind turbines on the adjacent DNR
land, regardless of any previously expressed wishes by the applicant. Given this situation, not
only is wind development of DNR land not part of the proposed action, it is also not considered
reasonably foreseeable for the purposes of the cumulative impact analysis in the EIS.

Comment: [ recommend that the DEIS for Whistling Ridge be withdrawn, and that a new one
be prepared. [LTR 181, CMT 63]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  While we understand that the DEIS is being prepared by EFSEC and BPA, we
have concerns as to the degree of input into the document that has been received from the
applicant WRE. In the recent submission from WRE they indicate that they have participated in
meetings with staff and Council consultants regarding the DEIS. [LTR 184, CMT 1]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 179, CMT 30 above.

Comment:  Based on our review, we have assigned a rating of LO (Lack of Objections) to the
DEIS. This rating and a summary of our comments will be published in the Federal Register. A
copy of the rating system used in conducting our review is enclosed for your reference. [LTR
189, CMT 8]

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.
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Comment:  The DRAFT states on page 1-35 — Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts —
Table I-1 — Visual Resources, “The project would cause some visual impact to surrounding
areas where turbines were visible, including some areas inside the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area. The visual impact analysis showed that the anticipated level of visual
impact would not be higher than low to moderate at any of the viewpoints examined.” Greg
Neely Comment 6-16-10: To state, “the visual impact would not be higher than low to
moderate’ is extremely subjective, given the proximity to the Columbia Gorge National Scenic
Area. It’s my opinion that the most crucial viewpoints are: Hood River, Columbia River
Waterway (adjacent to Hood River), Columbia River Shoreline Recreation Sites (Adjacent to
Hood River and Mosier), 1-84 Freeway (From Hood River to Mosier in both directions) [LTR
194, CMT 1]

Response:  The criteria used for selecting viewpoints are discussed in Section 3.9.2.3 (DEIS
page 3-164). Locations were chosen based upon their representation relative to the Project Area,
those that were most accessible to the public, and locations with the largest number of viewers.
Viewpoints from within Hood River (8, 17, and 18) and between Hood River and Mosier (11 and
12) are considered in the impacts analysis. Please refer to Figure 3.9-1, Locations of Simulation
Viewpoints, to reference where the viewpoints used in this analysis are located relative to the
Project Area.

Comment:  Specific Comments. 1. Independent Evaluation. In our scoping comments for this
project, Seattle Audubon identified multiple issues in the application that needed thorough
review to adequately evaluate the potential environmental impacts of this project.

Unfortunately, the DEIS fails to address many of the issues we previously identified. In many
instances, the DEIS simply repeats the information presented in the application with no new
analysis or documentation. We urge your agencies to ensure that the Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) fully addresses these inadequacies. [LTR 196, CMT 2]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 119, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  Distribution of Project Power: One of the applicant’s stated objectives for this
project is “to provide an additional renewable resource for electrical utilities in Washington.”
(DEIS p. 1-7) We welcome that intent and request that any certification for this project include a
provision that the power from project be sold to Washington utility(s) as opposed to being sold
into the California market. Because the potential adverse impacts of this project would be
experienced locally, it makes sense to keep the project benefits local as well. In addition, such a
provision would also help relieve some of the current pressure on the California intertie that is

causing challenges for BPA in integrating wind resources into its transmission system. [LTR
196, CMT 12]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 178, CMT 39 above.
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Comment:  Related Concerns: 1. A first Gorge Windmill project will set a precedent. Other
proposals and very likely other windmill farms will follow. New companies (for example a
conglomerate such as General Electric) will be much less concerned about the welfare of this
area than our neighbors at SDS. [LTR 230, CMT 2]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 119, CMT 11 above.

Comment:  Huge steel towers with massive concrete bases would be with us a very long time.
The costs of removing an obsolete windmill would be substantial. But how long would a wind
tower be useful? [LTR 230, CMT 4]

Response:  Asdiscussed in Section 2.1.7 of the EIS, the proposed Project, including the wind
turbines, is expected to have a useful life of at least 30 years. However, it is possible (and
generally likely) that in the future, aging project components would be replaced as needed, which
could extend the useful life of the Project for years or even decades beyond the current expected
project lifespan.

Comment: It is the Lead Agency’s responsibility under the State Environmental Policy Act to
fully consider the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action. As Lead Agencies, EFSEC and
BPA need to weigh the proposal’s limited environmental impacts against its relevant and
consequential environmental benefits. Of the many EISs I've reviewed, I cannot think of a
clearer example of where the significant positive regional and global environmental
consequences outweigh the negligible, local adverse impacts. [LTR 231, CMT 6]

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

Comment:  Related Concerns: 1. A first Gorge Windmill project will set a precedent. Other
proposals and very likely other windmill farms will follow. New companies (for example a
conglomerate such as General Electric) will be much less concerned about the welfare of this
area than our neighbors at SDS. [LTR 241, CMT 4]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 119, CMT 11 above.

Comment:  Huge steel towers with massive concrete bases would be with us a very long time.
The costs of removing an obsolete windmill would be substantial. But how long would a wind
tower be useful? [LTR 241, CMT 6]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 230, CMT 4 above.
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Comment:  The project is inappropriate in that it addresses only the fiduciary interests of a
local company and not overall needs of the County, it’s residents or the Nation. In a time of
rapidly decreasing forested areas in the world and climate change removing forest forever, i.e.,
9 feet of concrete to support windmills, destroying watershed, creating lanes to move power with
towers, destroying wildlife habitat, makes little sense. [LTR 245, CMT 2]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 179, CMT 13 above.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the

true environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should
be rejected. [LTR 266, CMT 6]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BP A need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
hue environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50- turbine layout

should be rejected. Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to
submit these comments into the record. [LTR 270, CMT 7]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  For the following reasons, as well as those that others have taken the time to
bring to your attention, I strongly feel that a completely revised document must be created to
stand as an accurate and unbiased presentation of information that Council members can use to
make an informed decision regarding this proposal. [LTR 272, CMT 1]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  The existing document shows a lack of professionalism in many important areas
that is inappropriate to both the SEPA NEPA requirements and the process, as well as to the
scale and potential impact of the proposal upon the region and its varied resources. [LTR 272,
CMT 1]

Response: EFSEC and BPA believe that they have produced an EIS that fairly and
adequately analyzes the proposed Project, and that fully complies with both SEPA and NEPA.
No decision has been made regarding whether or not to approve the proposed Project. That
decision will come after completion of the EIS process.

G-52



Whistling Ridge Energy Project
Final Environmental Impact Statement Appendix G — Response to Comments

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.1.1, Pg I, Para. 2, Interconnection, and Section
1.2.2, Pg 4, BPA Purpose and Need for Action, I do not believe that BPA has yet responded to
the request for interconnection. The nearby BPA transmission lines are at carrying capacity
with a backlog of other requests for interconnection. Although the location is referred to in
Section3, the precise location for the proposed Whistling Ridge Project interconnection is
presently unknown, since no new transmission line has yet been constructed, nor has firm
commitment from BPA to existing lines been granted. This renders the cumulative impacts
assessment incomplete. It is also incomplete with respect to several other facets of this proposal
as well. The BPA new line access corridor construction and interconnection costs, design and
placement of any collector substation and interconnection structure, as well as an evaluation of
the resulting environmental impacts of their construction and operation would be legitimate,
mandatory elements for inclusion in this document. Since BPA is partially responsible for the
DEIS document, it should not be problematic for the agency to include an open and clearly
understandable discussion of the agency’s present interconnection problems as they relate to the
current proposal, thus clarifying this aspect of the EIS. There is discussion of possibilities that
were considered but rejected, however, the option finally chosen appears to be questionable,
especially since BPA has offered no firm commitment. [LTR 272, CMT 2]

Response: BPA'’s transmission studies for the proposed Project have shown there is
sufficient available transmission capacity on existing BPA transmission system to provide
transmission service for the proposed Project. In other words, no upgrades of the BPA
transmission system (other than the proposed interconnection substation already considered in
the EIS) would be required, and there would be no detrimental effect on this system. In addition,
Columbia River hydrosystem generally has sufficient reserve capacity to provide for fluctuations
in wind generation, although BPA is currently investigating potential options to ensure capacity.
The potential for natural gas plants to be developed is discussed in other responses in this
section. The potential for wind projects such as the proposed Project to result in cumulative
impacts to Columbia River fish species due to the interplay of these operations with hydrosystem
operations during certain conditions is discussed in Section 3.14.3.5 of the EIS and in other
responses in this section.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.2.3.2, Pg 6, “...it is critical to locate projects in
areas where transmission lines currently exist. The applicant thus needs to locate near existing
high-voltage transmission, such as the FCRTS.” As noted above (in Section 1.2.2 notes), the
currently existing BPA transmission line is running at capacity, with no possibility for the
addition of large additional sources, such as this project’s proposed output would comprise. The
critical issue regarding wind facilities is indeed appropriate siting, but not for the reason of
proximity to transmission lines. The applicant (I assume this is the author) misunderstands the
basic premise and need for an environmental impact statement. The lack of transparency
regarding this issue is disturbing, and should be clarified in the BPA discussion of the issue,
rendering this claim invalid. It should be removed from the document, it appears repeatedly in
all Sections. [LTR 272, CMT 2]

Response:  To clarify, the proposed Project would interconnect to an existing BPA
transmission line that is not currently at capacity. In addition, transmission system
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improvements currently being built by BPA, such as the under construction McNary-John Day
500-kV transmission line, will help further alleviate congestion on existing BPA lines in the area.
The Applicant has closely coordinated with BPA staff to determine transmission capacity
availability. As part of this coordination, BPA transmission planners have reviewed the
proposed interconnection and found that it can be reliably interconnected, and that transmission
service can be provided. The Applicant’s objective of locating near the FCRTS thus is a
legitimate consideration.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.2.3.3, Pg 6, Business Needs of the Applicant,
[a]n EIS is not a branch of any chamber of commerce nor is an EIS a forum for advertisement.
The history of the applicant/company is already included in the Appendices. [LTR 272, CMT 2]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 76, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.3.2, Pg 1, “[t]he EIS will be used primarily to
inform ....”" As it stands, I do not feel this document yet contains the essential information
needed for informed, responsible decision making, especially in the areas of wildlife impacts,
soils/geology and cumulative impacts analysis. It must be improved significantly before it can
serve its intended purpose. This may take more time, but it will certainly ensure that the final
EIS is a more suitable document for unbiased decision-making, which at this point it is not. [LTR
272, CMT 3]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 60, CMT 1 above.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.2.3.3, Pg 6, Business Needs of the Applicant. An
EIS is not a branch of any chamber of commerce nor is an EIS a forum for advertisement. The
history of the applicant/company is already included in the Appendices. Other local background
information is included in Section 3.10.2.1, Historic Background, and this is where it belongs.
Every company has business needs but this is not the arena for such discussion. This heading
and its text should be removed. [LTR 272, CMT 3]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 76, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.3.3 and 4, Pgs 8, 9, NEPA Section 102(2)(c)
requires that alternatives to the proposed action be provided. There are no Action Alternatives
offered in this document (the No Action Alternative is not considered a viable alternative.)
Alternatives must be presented and discussed as real possibilities, not avoided by stating that
alternatives were “considered but eliminated from detailed study” as is stated in Section 1.4.3.
The Applicant cannot choose to avoid this requirement. Although it is stated several times that
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the document “... is intended to fulfill the format and content requirements” of a joint
SEPA/NEPA EIS, it falls well short in many areas. [LTR 272, CMT 4]

Response:  The lead agencies believe that the EIS considers a reasonable range of alternatives
and adequately describes these alternatives, consistent with the requirements of both SEPA and
NEPA. Issues raised in these comments specific to alternatives considered but eliminated from
detailed study in the EIS are addressed in other response to comments in this section.

Comment:  [DEIS] Section 1.4.1.2 states that a trench, approximately 8.5 miles long and 5
feet wide would be required to place collector cables. Will the removed soil be compacted as it is
returned to the trench? Will the soil returned to the trench be returned in the same orvder that it

was removed? What will the compaction guidelines entail? Who ensures that it is done properly?
[LTR 272, CMT 6]

Response:  Asdiscussed in Section 1.4.1.3, excavated soils will be used to backfill the
trenches. Additional information on earth disturbing activities was presented in Section 3.1.2.1.
Proposed clearing and grading activity will be consistent applicable codes and standard
engineering practices. As mentioned in Section 3.3.1.3, test pits were conducted to assess both
the near-surface soil and rock characteristics ranging in depth from 7-16 feet in depth. No
groundwater was encountered at that time. It was also noted that these observations were made
based on a one-time sampling event and that the actual groundwater levels may fluctuate
significantly in response to seasonal effects, regional rainfall, and other factors. The Applicant
will be required to prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP),
Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan, and Environmental Protection Control Plan to lessen
soil erosion and improve water quality of stormwater run-off through stabilization practices,
structural practices, and stormwater management. These plans will be developed and approved
by EFSEC prior to construction or modification of any roads or facilities. Additionally, EFSEC
will require the Applicant to obtain coverage under Washington Department of Ecology’s
Construction Stormwater General Permit. The Stormwater General Permit (NPDES) will
include BMPs to minimize erosion and runoff from the Project Area.

Comment:  [DEIS] Section 1.4.1.2 states that a trench, approximately 8.5 miles long and 5
feet wide would be required to place collector cables. The DEIS mentions reseeding with of
grasses and native plants, but does not mention what species, nor whether trees or shrubs that
were removed would be replaced in-kind. If the plantings are to minimize noxious weed
colonization would the reseeding areas be watered to ensure germination in time to counteract
opportunistic germination of undesirable species? If so, the amounts used should appear in the
Section 3 water use list and a watering regime presented. [LTR 272, CMT 6]

Response: Much of the trench area for the cables would be placed within the Project
roadways as shown in Figure 2-1, Project Elements. Vegetation clearing and replanting is
described in Section 3.4.2.1 of the Biological Resources Section. On DEIS page 3-72, it was
noted that some areas would be permanently cleared for turbine foundations and roadways.
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Except for permanently cleared areas, cleared areas would be replanted with trees within one
year following construction. Areas where trees are permanently removed (such as turbine blade
clearance) would be replanted with appropriate native grasses and low-growing shrubs.
Implementation of a noxious weed control program, in coordination with the Skamania County
Noxious Weed Control Board, is included as a mitigation measure in Section 3.4.3. It is not
anticipated that reseeding would require watering.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.4.2, Pg 12, No Action Alternative, [t]o state that
the No Action Alternative “would not help the state of Washington in achieving the renewable
energy goals mandated by the state’s Renewable Portfolio Standard” is misleading. Washington
State wishes to encourage renewable energy, but not to the exclusion of all else. Site selection is
probably the most important way that negative environmental consequences can be avoided,
especially with respect to wildlife. Moreover, BPA does not segregate power sources. Once it is
produced and fed into the collection system, it is dealt with as any business commodity, in this
case by bids. Much of the power we create here is used elsewhere, historically, to California.
To imply that a rejection would flout state goals and policies is simplistic and a little misleading.
“(The No Action Alternative) would help to meet the region’s need for additional power in the
coming years.” If by “region”, “local’ is meant, our regions need is not great. The Columbia
River and other water-driven power-generating dams continue to supply more than 3/4 of our
power needs. The current trend is to improve efficiency and to encourage both business and the
private sector to conservation. It has been estimated (Draft Sixth NPP, 2009) that almost 80% of
our locality’s future energy demands can be met in this way. Existing and newly approved wind
facilities in the region, with a focus in Klickitat County, are more than adequate to make up the
difference. It would be not only misleading but inaccurate to state or imply that there is a
“need” for additional wind power in this portion of the Northwest. [LTR 272, CMT 7]

Response:  The likelihood that regional power needs likely would be addressed by some
combination of energy efficiency and conservation measures, existing power generation sources,
and/or the development of other new renewable and non-renewable generation sources under the
No Action alternative was acknowledged in Section 2.2 of the EIS. The discussion of the likely
implications of how the No Action alternative would relate to RPS and regional power needs
identified by the Applicant is meant to provide a general description of this alternative’s
responsiveness to these needs. Simply put, not developing the Project would indeed not help
achieve RPS goals, and also would not provide a source of additional power. To clarify
information concerning the RPS, the discussion of this RPS in the No Action alternative has been
revised to reflect that achievement of other states’ RPS goals also would not be helped under this
alternative.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.4.3, Pg 13, Alternatives Considered but
Eliminated from Detailed Study, [t]he applicant’s response is in violation of the guidelines by
virtue of not complying with the requirement to supply Alternatives. As mentioned above, an EIS
requires that alternatives be provided and considered, with accompanying data and analysis to
match all of the other Action Alternatives presented. [LTR 272, CMT 7]
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Response:  The lead agencies believe that the EIS considers a reasonable range of alternatives
and adequately describes these alternatives, consistent with the requirements of both SEPA and
NEPA. Issues raised in these comments specific to alternatives considered but eliminated from
detailed study in the EIS are addressed in other response to comments in this section.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1.4.3.1, Pg 13, Alternative Project Locations, [t]he
contents of this portion are redundant. Again, it avoids the EIS requirement regarding

Alternatives. The points made here have all been stated previously {Section 1, 4.1}, in the same
bulleted form and with almost the same wording. [LTR 272, CMT 7]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 22, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  [In Table 1-1 on DEIS page 1-22 under “Earth: Construction, Design and
Mitigation Measures’’] All of the Design and Mitigation Measures listed are “would be”
statements. They “should be” already part of the EIS! If, for instance there was a critical
subsurface condition, it needs to be known and factored into the decision process, not
“discovered” after approval. Only in this way can accurate and responsible evaluation occur.
Because of the difficult terrain, there would appear to be very little possibility for adjustment,
should geologic constraints be revealed initially. This could easily endanger the viability of the
project, which underscores the importance of having data collected from rigorous studies, and
analysis conducted by respected sources. Even with the added benefit of such information, the
impacts of such radical alterations to a fragile topography can only be guessed. Stringent
geologic study of the proposed site must be performed now and the results reported in another,
hopefully improved Draft document. This information will be essential for the Council’s
evaluation. Without it, the process will have no merit. [LTR 272, CMT 8]

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

Comment:  As mentioned above [in LTR 272, CMT 6], there is no doubt that the proposed
excavated and refilled trench will impact and redirect existing subsoil water flows for 8.5 or
more miles and may potentially influence an area far greater than the area of the trench. It is

also possible that drainage may be improved in the trench after refill, but the possibility that it
will not, must be at least considered. [LTR 272, CMT 9]

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

Comment:  In [Table 1-1 on DEIS page 1-22 under “Earth: Construction and Operation’],
the considerable alterations to the terrain that are proposed for this project - 8.5 miles of three
to four foot deep, five foot wide trenches for cable burial, 30-foot deep turbine pads that will
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require leveling with machinery and extensive blasting to excavate, the building of adequate
access and delivery roadways on steep slopes - will certainly have more impacts, and ones that
influence each other more closely, than those listed. The changes made to accommodate the
towers will forever alter the ridge tops and they will not revert to their pre-construction profiles
after the project is decommissioned. It is inaccurate as well as disingenuous to state that the
project construction requirements would be “minor to moderate.” [LTR 272, CMT 9]

Response:  Section 3.1.2.1 describes the types of earth disturbing activities that would occur
on the site, including tree harvesting in areas not already cleared; constructing roads and turbine
crane pads; constructing foundations for turbine and meteorological towers; trenching for
underground utilities; clearing and grading for the substation placement; and clearing and
excavating for the foundation for the Operations and Maintenance facility. While these activities
would affect approximately 108 acres (56 acres of permanent disturbance and 52 acres of
temporary disturbance) the resulting change in the ground surface elevation would be minimal in
comparison to the varied topography on the site. In addition, most areas affected by ground
disturbing activities would not be visible from lower elevation areas surrounding the site.

Comment:  [In reference to Table 1-1 on DEIS page 1-22 under “Water: Construction and
Operation], On-site development will certainly impact ground and surface water drainage
patterns as indicated above. It is well- recognized that new roadbeds alter water flow
significantly and are responsible for a good deal of continuing erosive runoff. The replacement
of natural soil and rock drainage on the site with impervious concrete pads constitute large
surface areas that will prohibit slow drainage. Water will be quickly released from these
surfaces in large quantities at approximately the same time, limiting the remaining soil's ability
to absorb and release it slowly. Some of the remaining soil may be additionally compacted from
heavy construction machinery, limiting even more its ability to absorb rainfall and melting snow
slowly. Section 3 down plays the impact these impervious surfaces may have upon soils, but this
need to be seriously examined. Each of the 49 tower pads have a diameter of 60 feet, creating
2920 square feet of impervious surfaces at the top of steep ridges. , These conditions produce
fast runoff accompanied by high erosion which, over time may lead to catastrophic geologic
events, as well as degrade waterways used by fish, amphibians and invertebrates. Amend this
inaccurate denial of the project's impacts to ground and surface waters. A discussion, or at the
very least a mention of the runoff potential should be presented, as well as possible impacts to
the larger streambeds below, with potential to impact fish, amphibians and invertebrates, upon
which fish depend for food. Larger game and non-game animals may be impacted as well
through water quality degradation and the possible inability to even reach water. The standard
BMP guidelines will not be adequate for this anticipated situation. In recognition of this, an
individual plan to accommodate the special runoff problems of the project could be developed as
part of a mitigation plan, implemented and monitored by an agent other than the
applicant/contractors, if the project is approved. The cumulative impacts discussion should deal
with this possibility as well, but does not. [LTR 272, CMT 10]

Response: ~ As discussed in Section 3.1.3 and in other responses, EFSEC will require the
Applicant to obtain coverage under Washington Department of Ecology’s Construction

G-58



Whistling Ridge Energy Project
Final Environmental Impact Statement Appendix G — Response to Comments

Stormwater General Permit. The Stormwater General Permit (NPDES) will include BMPs to
minimize erosion and runoff from the Project Area.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1, Table 1 Pg [1-]24 Biological Resources:
Construction Soil compaction is an undesirable and irreversible impact that should be
acknowledged since it affects soil drainage, the ability of certain plants to grow well and limits
the species of plants that will grow. In addition to “loss of suitable habitat,” abandonment of
adjacent suitable habitat due to construction activity should be considered a likely possibility.
Some bird, mammal and invertebrate species are known to be more sensitive to intrusive
activities, including noise, than others. Several of these species are listed as being present in the

project area. Add “abandonment of suitable habitat due to construction activity” to the list on
page [1-]24. [LTR 272, CMT 11]

Response:  The potential loss of suitable habitat and disturbance and displacement from
construction activities was listed on Page 1-24 of the DEIS in the “Impact” column for
“Biological Resources.”

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1, Table 1 Pg [1-]24 Biological Resources:
Operation “There would be some mortality to birds and bats due to turbine collision and
displacement, though not in sufficient numbers to affect population viability.” I restrain myself
when I say that this statement is offensively inaccurate. It also reveals the applicant’s
misunderstanding of the “cumulative impact” concept. As wind farms proliferate in our region,
the cumulative mortalities become increasingly significant for individual populations, regardless
of their population status. Just because there have been no studies addressing bird population
declines in association with wind installations does not mean that one has a legitimate claim to
deny that such a relationship may exist. The bat studies cited, employed equipment that was not
capable of determining the bat species e present. How then, can an assessment of a particular
population be made? Or, by extension, a statement regarding population viability? What
authority provided the status information for each population? What is the source of data for
western bat species population size? Eastern bat species are being threatened with mass
extinctions from White Nose Syndrome, the etiology and causative organism of which is still
unknown. The disease has not yet reached the western states, because of this, it is essential that
ALL western bat populations be given added protection, regardless of their population status.
The bat study data is inadequate in certain respects, the study plan assumptions were not
adequately rigorous, there were discrepancies in data collection procedures from year to year,
making comparisons and data merging ineffective, long-term sampling frequency was sparse. At
the very least, a repeat survey should be conducted which would identify bat species. The
Columbia River Flyway is a major East to West migration route that has likely been used longer
than mankind has been here. Raptors are known to use mountain ridges for North/South travel
as well as for hunting in this part of the Columbia River. People come from many places outside
of this area specifically to see the variety of birds that congregate and fly through this river
corridor, some stopping to feed for a few days or weeks before moving on. This site would be an
unconscionable choice for a development of this kind, with this knowledge. “No impacts to
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listed species” - is this a wish, or a promise from an unknown deity? How can it possibly be
known ahead of time that a listed species will not be impacted, especially when inadequate
studies have failed to identify what species use the area and with what frequency? And when
only a two year start-up mortality study is planned? This is not enough time to obtain
meaningful data much less to make any conclusions from the data. The project location would
be an especially difficult one for such monitoring due to the terrain and planned forestry
understory management activities. A recent eastern U. S. mortality study is employing dogs to
find bat carcasses, because they are so difficult to locate by eye, even in dry flat grassland.
There is no body of information available documenting how wild animals might respond to the
sound of wind turbine propellers. This should be at least briefly discussed and dealt with as a
possible impact. [LTR 272, CMT 12]

Response: ~ The Wildlife Society, in a landmark publication on wind energy and wildlife,
concluded that fatalities of passerines from wind turbine strikes generally are not significant at
the population level (Arnett et al. 2007). Also, the National Academy of Sciences (NAS 2008)
recently reviewed wind energy impacts on birds, and came to the following conclusion: “At the
current level of wind-energy development (approximately 11,600 MW of installed capacity in
the United States at the end of 2006, including the older California turbines), the committee sees
no evidence that fatalities caused by wind turbines result in measurable demographic changes to
bird populations in the United States, with the possible exception of raptor fatalities in the
Altamont Pass area.” The available information suggests that the Project would be unlikely to
have population impacts on birds. Additionally, the revised report “Analysis of Cumulative
Impacts on Avian, Bat and Habitat Associated with Wind Energy Development in the Columbia
Plateau Ecoregion of Eastern Washington and Oregon” (WEST 2010) prepared for Klickitat
County does not suggest the possibility of cumulative population impacts on birds. Operational
adjustments such as increasing turbine cut-in speeds during low wind speed nights can be used to
mitigate bat mortality if it is found to be warranted.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1, Table 1 Pg [1-]24 Biological Resources: Design
and Mitigation Measures. “In order to avoid or minimize impacts to any raptors potentially
nesting on or near the project site, a raptor nest survey would be conducted ...” Then what? A
survey is not a mitigation measure. The composition of the proposed Technical Advisory
Committee members is not well thought out. Entities or personages that have vested interests or
have demonstrated no interest, cannot be relied upon to make responsible, nor to make informed
mitigation recommendations. To include the developer on such a committee would be unwise as
well as unfair to the resources. If this route is pursued, enforcement capabilities must be granted
and there must be a preponderance of resource advocates as committee members. TAC groups
are by reputation, generally ineffective when they have no powers. They are also rendered
ineffective if members have conflicts in interest, as counties and developers often do. This would
be a great opportunity to cast aside TACs, breaking out of the customary mold and devising a
new and more effective way to resolve monitoring and mitigation issues associated with such a
project. “For potential impacts to big game species (deer and elk) coordination with WDFW
will occur if appropriate.” Again, just to mention something does not comprise a mitigation
measure. What about bears, and large cats? Who decides if a situation is “appropriate”
warranting consultation? Under what circumstances would it be appropriate to coordinate?
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The project location is a designated wintering area for elk. What plant species are present that
elk might use for winter forage? Will these species be replanted and therefore present in
adequate quantities to continue to serve as winter forage during construction and operation of
the proposed project? These considerations must be treated responsibly Somewhere in the
document. The quoted statement is vague and obtuse. It leaves the reader with no information
about how big game species’ use of the area will be approached, nor does it correct nor solve
any problems big game species may have because of the project. [LTR 272, CMT 13]

Response: ~ Composition of the TAC will be based on the WDFW wind power guidelines.
The TAC will develop appropriate mitigation measures as warranted.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1, Table 1[-1], “Energy and Natural Resource:
Operation,” [t]he “Minor quantities of lubricating oils ....." should be specifically quantified, if
only as an estimate, to be consistent with the remaining listed items. [LTR 272, CMT 14]

Response:  Table 1-1 has been modified to include “less than 5 50-gallon drums” after this
bulleted item to correspond with what is also listed in Section 3.6.2.1.

Comment:  [In reference to] Section 1, Table 1[-1], Pg 25, Environmental health:
Construction, [t]he project is located at the southern end of a wide contiguous band of lands
termed “Fire-prone Landscape Management Strategy Area” by a USFWS, 2008 Final Spotted
Owl Recovery Plan map. This area runs from the Columbia River north to the Washington-
Canada border. The increased risk of fire during the summer months must be seriously
considered and aggressive prevention measures above the usual standards should be pursued
and stipulated. Prohibitions on conducting potential spark and fire-generating activities during
the driest fire danger periods of the year could be part of a plan keyed to this project and would
demonstrate care and concern for nearby communities. A several month delay in certain
construction activities and equipment use as a result of time-of-year prohibitions would be well
Justified and need not halt all building progress. There WILL be blasting activity in association
with this project, if approved. Getting rid of the “may” and “could” in the bullet dealing with
blasting would be a more honest way of stating the realities of the massive environmental
reshaping that this project will engender. If “[b]lasting could also create a fire hazard during
dry weather”, then this activity should be curtailed during these periods. Likewise, an activities
plan related to the regional weather patterns might suggest avoiding blasting during unusually
wet times of the year to avoid problems similar to those encountered recently along Hwy 14.
There is no doubt that the level of blasting activity alone has the potential to seriously destabilize
this particular environment, which, as noted elsewhere, already has nearby unstable loci. Since
there is no geologic assessment data provided, it is impossible to even guess what impacts such
activity could produce. When the geologic assessment is conducted, it should address not only
immediate impacts but the potential long term impacts of blasting, even although this would only
be predictive. Road department records from Underwood and Hwy 14 should give the Council a
good idea of the areas’ historic instability. [LTR 272, CMT 15]
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Response: Fire prevention is discussed in Sections 3.6.1.2 and 3.6.2.1 of the DEIS.
Additionally, as outlined in Section 3.6.3, a Fire Protection and Prevention Plan would be
developed for EFSEC approval and would be implemented by the Skamania County Fire
Marshall should to proposed Project be approved.

Comment:  [In Section 1-6, Table 1-1, under] “Environmental health: Construction”
(Column 4), [t]he second, bulleted statement in column 4 implies that a fossil-fuel- powered
facility might supply fill-in power when a wind facility is unproductive (and that it would carry a
higher risk of fire.) There is a federal requirement mandating that alternative power source
facilities must accompany any new wind facility, based upon the amount of power generated. The
proposed wind project would generate above the MW threshold, requiring the construction of an
alternative power-generating facility to balance a wind farm’s unproductive periods of no wind
or too high wind. The construction cost of this requirement building, inter-tie costs, should
certainly be included in the cost analysis for this project, but it does not appear. Since the
alternative power facility is a requirement, its location should be identified and the associated

environmental impacts need to be included in the EIS, including the cumulative impacts portion.
[LTR 272, CMT 16]

Response: BPA has several procedures in place to operate with wind facilities interconnected
to BPA’s transmission grid. BPA allocates some balancing capacity to wind facilities under the
BPA Balancing Authority. Wind Facility Developers pay for this capacity through BPA
transmission rates. In addition to BPA transmission rates, generators are subject to Generation
Imbalance which is also used to balance the wind output. BPA currently manages imbalances
using the Federal Columbia River Power System (through the use of federally-managed dams on
the Columbia River). For the long term, BPA is also evaluating other possible alternatives
including self supply. More information regarding BPA’s Customer Supplied Generation
Imbalance, please visit http://transmission.bpa.gov/wind/gen_imbalance/. For more information
regarding BPA’s Wind Integration Team, please visit
http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/WindPower/WIT.cfm. Lastly, for more information regarding
BPA’s Wind Power initiatives, please visit http://'www.bpa.gov/corporate/windpower/index.cfm.
Furthermore, a discussion of energy balancing can be found in Section 3.14.3.5.

Comment:  [In reference to] Section 1, Table 1[-1], *“ Environmental Health: Operation,”
[a]gain, with respect to fire potential, local ordinances and other regulations and standards are
not directed to such a project, and are not adequate, because of the unusual situation. An
individually tailored, aggressive fire prevention plan and response tactic needs to be developed
for the construction and operation phases of this proposed project. Relying on existing
regulations will not adequately address the specific potential hazards nor protect the nearby
population and environment. “... none of the planned turbines are within 2,500 feet of existing
residences.” This is not correct, there is one residence. Mitigation measures should be included
in the proper column. “EMF from the project ... would have no health and safety impacts.” I do
not see any information in the document to support this assertion. There is certainly study
regarding the issue, but conclusions are not definitive at this time. Can a pronouncement be
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made if there is inadequate documentation? Unless this can be produced, this statement needs to
be removed or qualified in some manner in order to be objective. [LTR 272, CMT 17]

Response: Fire mitigation measures are included in the proper column within Table 1-1; and
Fire Protection and Prevention Plans are addressed several times in Section 3.6. Additionally,
both “Fire and Explosion” and “Electromagnetic Fields” analysis during construction and
operation of the proposed Project can be found in Section 3.6.2, Impacts, and the mitigation
measures associated with both of these issues can be found in Section 3.6.3, Mitigation
Measures, of the EIS.

Comment:  [In reference to] Section 1[.6], Table 1[-1], “Noise.: Construction,” [t]his section
down plays construction noise, which will carry well into the valleys and bounce off of adjacent
hillsides. Although construction is stated to occur during daylight hours, it will likely begin very
early and continue through dusk. The added noise of myriad transportation trucks will certainly
impact local residents on a daily basis and should be included in the list. The noise from
blasting will certainly be noticeable and will last for awhile. In thoroughness, it should also be
mentioned. Section 1, Table 1 Pg 27 Noise: Operation An in-depth submission regarding wind
turbine noise impacts upon humans has been submitted. Please consider it as a counter to the
data presented in the EIS and take appropriate action to modify the table. [LTR 272, CMT 18]

Response:  As described in Section 3.7.2.2, construction related noise between 7:00 a.m. and
10:00 p.m. is exempt from noise regulations per 173-60-050 WAC.

Comment:  [In Section 1-6, Table 1-1, under] “Socioeconomics: Operation,” [t]here are
several studies that identify undesirable affects of turbines upon humans {see K. Brown'’s
testimony citations)}. One would not unreasonably conclude that properties in close proximity to
such turbine arrays might be less desirable for habitation, at least to a percentage of the
population. Proponents of wind power have issued statements derived from studies indicating
that property values are not adversely affected by nearby wind turbines. As such studies
continue, depending on the analyses, certainly there is the possibility that property values may
be affected one way or another, but for now either position can support and document its claims.
[LTR 272, CMT 19]

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

Comment:  [In Table 1-2 on DEIS page 1-34, “Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:
Earth”], the enormously disruptive activity that will be required to complete this project, located
in a geologically fragile environment that has already been subjected to considerable alteration,
is very likely to respond with undesirable events. In potentially susceptible areas, no amount of
“careful design” can prevent, nor can “‘mitigation measures” restore, areas where mass wasting
has occurred. It should be added to the list of potential adverse impacts, especially since
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evidence of such an event was documented during a previous survey. The severe re-contouring,
blasting, large-scale trenching and creation of impervious surfaces all increase the likelihood of
minor or major responses from the environment. The soil types in some areas are acknowledged
to be susceptible to erosion and the proposed “A” array is located precisely along a Class 11
{High Landslide Hazard Area} ridgeline. To dismiss these and other known geologic concerns
with the two brief dismissive statements presented is unacceptable. Until a reputable geologic
assessment study is performed, there will remain a glaring gap in this arena. Without
professional scientific data, any predictive statements can only be considered arbitrary and of
dubious merit. [LTR 272, CMT 20]

Response:  Asdiscussed in Section 2.1.2, final siting of the wind turbines and associated
facilities would be done following completion of the EFSEC Site Certificate. Prior to this final
siting process, as a condition of the Site Certificate and as discussed in Section 3.1.3, a detailed
geotechnical investigation of the specific locations of all wind project elements would be
conducted. If this investigation indicates the potential for slope instability at turbine sites or
other Project facilities such as access roads (including improvements to West Pit Road), these
facilities will be redesigned or relocated to avoid this risk. As discussed in Section 2.1.3.7, all
road improvements required for the proposed Project would be designed and constructed under
the direction of a licensed engineer, in accordance with the Skamania County Private Road
Guidelines and Development Assistance Manual. All county roads requiring improvements
would be designed and constructed in accordance with the WSDOT Design Manual.

Comment:  [In reference to Table 1-1 on DEIS page 1-22 of the under “Air Quality],
[c]onstruction activity would involve many more pieces of diesel-fueled machinery than any
logging operation. It is absurd to think that the residents of the town of Underwood will not
notice, nor be affected by, a continuing stream of diesel trucks heading up and down the roads
every day for months. Peak morning hour numbers of trucks are estimated to be 210/hr for 3-5
months. Further, all major construction equipment is to be diesel-powered (Section3 Table 6-5,
Pg 109 Fire and Explosion Risk Mitigation.) It is disingenuous to claim that this would be
comparable to “existing logging operations”, and equally so to state that “the project would
contribute to a beneficial impact on overall air quality.” Climatological data presented in the
EIS indicates that the area is prone to air stagnation at all times of the year, but especially
during the summer when pollutants from downriver may collect forming considerable haze.
Even if this statement refers to the completed project, it is a bit of a stretch to claim “beneficial
impacts on overall air quality” when the requirement to build alternative fuel power plants are a
direct result of building wind powered facilities. With this in mind, it might be fairer to consider
that project would lead to a decline in overall air quality. [LTR 272, CMT 21]

Response: ~ The temporary effects on air quality from construction activities are described in
Section 3.2.2.1. Mitigation measures to address those effects are described in Section 3.2.3.

Comment:  [In reference to DEIS] Section 1, 7 Pg [1-]34 Summary of Unavoidable Adverse
Impacts: Biological Resources. See previous comments regarding bats and birds (Section 1,
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Table 1 Biological Resources: Operation.) The Summary statement simply reiterates the
document text statements, almost word for word, imparting the same inappropriate lack [...]
[LTR 272, CMT 22]

Response: ~ The summary table is intended to summarize information found elsewhere in the
EIS. It does not provide new or additional information.

Comment:  Precedent. We feel that if Whistling Ridge is allowed to move forward, the
Governor of WA would be setting a dangerous precedent here in the Columbia River Gorge.
What will stop other wind farms from being allowed just outside the geographical boundaries
but visually impacting the NSA? We have already sacrificed the natural beauty of the Columbia
Hills east of the NSA to hundreds and perhaps even thousands of wind turbines on both sides of
the Columbia in the interest of this green energy that must be subsidized to make ANY economic
sense. How far should we go with this philosophy of creating green energy? At what cost? As
common sense tells us, if it sounds too good to be true, it probably is, as evidenced by the ethanol
political boondoggle. [LTR 273, CMT 1]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 119, CMT 11 above.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should
be rejected. Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit
these comments into the record. [LTR 275, CMT 5]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  In reading this DEIS, one thing stands out. Rather than being a decision making
document, which DEISs are supposed to be, this appears to be a justification document,
providing support for a decision that is already in the mind of the preparers. The failure to
analyze more than two alternatives - the applicants desired outcome and the required do-nothing
alternative - strengthens that impression. [LTR 276, CMT 1]

Response: EFSEC and BPA believe that they have produced an EIS that fairly and
adequately analyzes the proposed Project, and that fully complies with both SEPA and NEPA.
No decision has been made regarding whether or not to approve the proposed Project. That
decision will come after completion of the EIS process.
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Comment:  There should be a rationale, by the proponents, as to why they are proponing for
this wind farm, and all the others in WA and OR and other areas. [LTR 279, CMT 11]

Response: ~ The reasons behind the Applicant’s proposal for a wind generation project at the
proposed site are provided in Section 1.2.3 of the EIS. The Applicant is not currently proposing
any other wind projects in Oregon, Washington, or other states.

Comment:  They should also explain why this proposed wind farm is needed, or if it really is
needed, in the energy grid. [LTR 279, CMT 20]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 279, CMT 11 above.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should

be rejected. Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit
these comments into the record. [LTR 287, CMT 6]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Indeed, the EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. Thank you for extending the public comment period
and allowing me to submit these comments into the record. [LTR 288, CMT 6]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should

be rejected. Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit
these comments into the record. [LTR 289, CMT 7]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment: [ am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project,
proposed in the Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. It is vital
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that we develop alternate and renewable-energy sources, but it is just as vital that we do not
repeat the same kinds of mistakes we have committed with dirty energy,; namely, destroying the
natural world, its ecosystems, and beauty in order to develop more energy. This project has not

been well analyzed in the DEIS. Another more critical look is required. [LTR 290, CMT 1]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 60, CMT 1 above.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the SO-turbine layout should

be rejected. Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit
these comments into the record. [LTR 290, CMT 7]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should

be rejected. Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit
these comments into the record. [LTR 291, CMT 8]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should

be rejected. Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit
these comments into the record. [LTR 292, CMT 7]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should

be rejected. Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit
these comments into the record. [LTR 293, CMT 6]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.
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Comment:  Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the
true environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should

be rejected. Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit
these comments into the record. [LTR 294, CMT 7]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the

true environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should
be rejected. [LTR 307, CMT 8]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the

true environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should
be rejected. [LTR 308, CMT 8]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the

true environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should
be rejected. [LTR 309, CMT 8]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  The DEIS is fatally flawed and incomplete because of their lack of technical input

about the cumulative impacts and effects of this project on our environment and ecosystems.
[LTR 311, CMT 16]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 60, CMT 1 above.
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Comment:  BPA needs to be an active participant in this process and so far they have totally
abrogated their regulatory obligations under NEPA. The Whistling Ridge wind farm DEIS is
incomplete and should be redone with BPA’s input. [LTR 311, CMT 16]

Response:  The lead agencies believe that they have produced a reasonably thorough analysis
of the proposed Project that adequately considers all points of view. BPA and EFSEC staff
actively and extensively participated in the preparation of the EIS, as required by SEPA and
NEPA. Both SEPA and NEPA allow for the use of environmental information, in whatever
form, from the Applicant for use in the preparation of an EIS. In fact, SEPA allows for an
applicant to prepare the EIS. Nonetheless, where the lead agencies used information provided by
the Applicant or its consultants, this information was thoroughly reviewed and independently
evaluated by the agencies to ensure its competency and accuracy. This approach is consistent
with the intent of SEPA and NEPA that acceptable environment work not be redone, but that it
instead simply be verified by the lead agency. Accordingly, the lead agencies appropriately took
full responsibility for the scope and content of the EIS, and have fulfilled their respective
responsibilities for EIS preparation under SEPA and NEPA.

Comment: [ support this project. The EIS for Whistling Ridge has properly analyzed the
environmental impacts, therefore, the project should be approved. [LTR 317, CMT 1]

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

Comment: [ support this project. The Draft EIS is comprehensive and complete and no
further analysis is needed. [LTR 317, CMT 7]

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

Comment:  The DEIS needs to be revised to reflect that if the project isn’t built our growing
electricity needs will be met though conservation, efficiency, and new clean energy development.

Whistling Ridge is not critical to meet the forecasted need for renewable energy resources. [LTR
318, CMT 27]

Response:  The likelihood that regional power needs likely would be addressed by some
combination of energy efficiency and conservation measures, existing power generation sources,
and/or the development of other new renewable and non-renewable generation sources under the
No Action alternative was acknowledged in Section 2.2 of the EIS.

Comment:  The 14th amendment is the due process clause...requires that interested parties
be given reasonable notice and a reasonable opportunity to be heard. It is completely
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unreasonable to expect the layman or even a trained professional to read a document of this
magnitude and make informed comments in three weeks or even three months... I would like to
formally object to these proceedings as we are denied reasonable notice and opportunity to be
heard and are therefore being denied our constitutional rights. I would like an order extending
the time for written comments for a minimum of 90 to 120 days from the currently deadline.
[LTR 317, CMT 31]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

Comment:  The DEIS is so deficient...A year ago we all presented comments, I didn’t see
anything about the comments I presented in the DEIS. [LTR 317, CMT 32]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 119, CMT 2 above.

Comment: I commend the commissioning of an excellent document. It provides a rock solid
foundation to perform your action. [LTR 317, CMT 42]

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

Comment:  We have not received adequate time to review the document. We need another
chance to speak after we have had time to read the document. [LTR 317, CMT 44]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

Comment:  Why are other fed agencies not cooperating agencies? [LTR 317, CMT 84]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 74, CMT 4 above.

Comment: [ feel the DEIS is very incomplete and poorly done. [LTR 317, CMT 86]

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged. Please see response to Comment LTR 60, CMT 1
above.

Comment:  The Yakama Nation would like a continuance of 30 days to review and comment
on the project. The staff has not had a chance to meet on this important matter and would like to
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provide input. Harry Smiskin and Lavina Washine want a written response from you on this 30-
day consultation process. [LTR 318, CMT 19]

Response:  An extension was offered to The Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama
Nation in which comments from the Yakama Nation were expected by August 20, 2010.
Additionally, please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

Comment:  The Park Service concluded that under NEPA they are required to consult. You
solicited the Forest Services’ comments, you need to take them into consideration. [LTR 318,

CMT 28]

Response: ~ The commenter is incorrect that the National Park Service has stated that the lead
agencies must conduct some sort of consultation with the Park Service. The Park Service did
submit a comment letter on the DEIS, which is addressed in the responses to comments.
Similarly, comments received by the U.S. Forest Service have been addressed.

Comment:  Page 1-7 states that “No other Federal agencies have been identified as
cooperating agencies for the EIS at this time.” Is that because National Parks Service and the
Forest Service have made concern negative comments about this proposal as it is now written?

[LTR 318, CMT 34]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 74, CMT 4 above.

Comment:  Why have the Yakama Nation not been involved in the DEIS when they as a
sovereign nation have legitimate cultural resource concerns? [LTR 318, CMT 35]

Response:  Asdescribed in Section 1 and Section 3.10 of the EIS, the lead agencies, along
with the Applicant, are in the process of coordinating with members of the Confederated Tribes
and Bands of the Yakama Nation concerning the proposed Project, and the Yakama Nation has
been afforded numerous opportunities to be involved in the process. Both the Yakama Nation
Cultural Resources Department and two local resident tribal members have been contacted to
assist with the identification of potential sensitive, traditional, and/or sacred resources. In
addition, consultation is occurring through the Section 106 process.

Comment:  [do not feel this document is satisfactory in providing an objective document for
public access to information and divide decision makers to their tasks as well. [LTR 318, CMT
38]
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Response: EFSEC and BPA believe that they have produced an EIS that fairly and
adequately analyzes the proposed Project, and that fully complies with both SEPA and NEPA.
No decision has been made regarding whether or not to approve the proposed Project. That
decision will come after completion of the EIS process.

Comment:  1do not feel that the discussion of business needs in Section 1.2.33 is appropriate.
The only information relevant was the portion that mentioned the amount of construction jobs.

[LTR 318, CMT 39]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 76, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  Please give us additional time to review the document. Three weeks is not
enough. [LTR 318, CMT 49]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 5 above.

G.2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Comment:  The Draft EIS is correct in its assessment of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project
as an “‘integrated whole,” as a single power plant, not pieces of a whole, where some turbines
may be eliminated.” The project, at 75 megawatts, is the smallest project proposed or operating
in Washington State. No exception. The economic viability of the project hinges on SDS being
able to complete the project as designed - at 75 megawatts. Those who suggest that they can
support the project if “only” seven turbines are removed are, in effect, telling you that the
project should not proceed. It reminds me of the used car dealer who claims that he’s offering
you a great deal while acknowledging that the auto lacks a small item: a transmission. In the
interest of fair evaluation, the proposed project before you must be considered as an “integrated
whole.” Given the economies of scale and utility demand for renewable power, this project, if it
is to proceed at all, cannot be downsized. [LTR 61, CMT 1]

Response:  Asdiscussed in Section 2.3.2 of the EIS, the Applicant considers a 70-MW
project as the minimum size required to make the proposed Project economically feasible. In
addition, the Applicant believes this is the minimum size needed for utilities looking to fulfill
RPS requirements, based on the Applicant’s assessment of other wind projects that have
successfully entered purchase agreements with utilities seeking to meet RPS requirements. The
lead agencies believe these are reasonable requirements for the proposed Project.
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Comment: [ am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project,
proposed in the Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. I am
concerned that the DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it fails to provide a fair and balanced
alternative analysis. EFSEC and BPA need to consider other alternatives, including other
means of providing electricity (including increasing efficiency and reducing consumption), and
other sites for wind energy, other configurations, deleting turbines to reduce impacts, alternative
routes for hauling turbines to avoid traffic impacts to the National Scenic Area, etc. Only two
alternatives are meaningfully considered in the DEIS (the proposal and the no-action
alternative). This is inadequate. [LTR 66, CMT 1]

Response:  The lead agencies believe that the EIS considers a reasonable range of alternatives
and adequately describes these alternatives, consistent with the requirements of both SEPA and
NEPA. Issues raised in these comments specific to alternatives considered but eliminated from
detailed study in the EIS are addressed in other response to comments in this section.

Comment:  This DEIS is insufficient in that an appropriate EIS has a list of alternatives. This
one only lists one action item and mentions throughout the document that it is one of the

alternatives. How can the proposed action also be an alternative? The only alternative stated is
the No Action Alternative. [LTR 74, CMT 2]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 1 above.

Comment: [ have never seen an EIS, especially for a project of this scope that has no other
action alternatives. Although they are mentioned in the text, they must be dealt with as real
possibilities, regardless of the fact that the proponent does not wish to spend the additional funds
it is claimed they would require. [LTR 76, CMT 11]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 1 above.

Comment:  The Whistling Ridge draft EIS is basically well organized and readable.
Nevertheless, it is insufficiently thorough and contains specific inaccuracies and subjective
conclusions. Some shortcomings we noted are: 1.) An appropriate EIS should list a range of
alternatives. However, the draft lists only one action alternative. More alternatives could be

developed by such means as relocating or eliminating problematical turbine sites. [LTR 79,
CMT 1]

Response: ~ The concerns over turbine corridor A1-A7 are noted. As discussed in the EIS,
however, the Project has been proposed as an “integrated whole”, meaning essentially as a single
power plant, not as a dissectible project where some turbines may be eliminated. An alternative
that would eliminate turbine corridor A1-A7 therefore was considered and eliminated from
further study. Nonetheless, in determining whether to issue a site certificate and enter a site
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certificate agreement for a proposed generation project, it is within authority of the State of
Washington to condition approval of the proposed Project, consistent with RCW 80.50 and other
applicable state statutes. In the draft certification agreement, EFSEC is empowered to include
“conditions to protect state or local governmental or community interests affected by the
construction or operation of the energy facility.” See RCW 80.50.100. These conditions
essentially serve to mitigate potential environmental or social impacts of the proposed Project.
Accordingly, certain conditions, such as limiting the location of proposed turbine corridors,
could be considered as a condition for project approval (i.e., as a form of mitigation related to the
Project’s potential impacts).

Comment:  Applicant SDS owns 70,000 acres of land; within this expanse, the draft claims
that Whistling Ridge is best suited for a wind farm. But considering such large ownership, plus
numerous valid concerns associated with Whistling Ridge, the draft should address in detail
other potential wind power locations on SDS lands. [LTR 79, CMT 2]

Response:  The lead agencies believe that the DEIS presented a reasonably thorough
discussion of the consideration of alternatives for the proposed action, including why alternative
locations were not being further studied. The reasons that the Applicant proposed its wind
project at this particular location is explained in Sections 1.4.1 and 2.3 of the EIS. As discussed
in these sections, a variety of factors were considered in evaluating whether alternative locations
might be feasible.

Comment:  We therefore request that EFSEC and BPA carefully study and analyze all
possible adverse effects of the Project in its proposed location and evaluate whether other
locations would be more appropriate for this type of project. [LTR 119, CMT 3]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 79, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  Location of the Project. It would appear that there are much better places to site
a project of this magnitude. There are thousands of acres of farmland in Eastern Washington
that can (and do) support this type of development. The land to the East is vast, it’s close to
transmission lines, it is many miles away from homes, has limited recreational value, limited
wildlife (as compared to a forest), limited renewable resource (as compared to the timber
resources here), there is limited damage to the ecosystem due to installation and it would not
detract from views of a National Scenic area. We request that the EIS fully evaluate all of these
considerations. [LTR 119, CMT 10]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 79, CMT 2 above.
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Comment:  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for Whistling Ridge. After
reading though this document, I realized that there is a workable solution that could satisfy
common ground that could satisfy many of the residents of Skamania County, and people
Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area. The workable solution I recommend is to approve of the
Whistling project with the exception of the AI-A7 turbine group. [LTR 124, CMT 1]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 79, CMT 1 above.

Comment:  Eliminating the A1-A7 turbines would make this project much more acceptable to
the local population because the impact to the National Scenic area would be much less. [
request that you review these comments each as if you lived here, please remember, this project
is in everyone’s back yard, it is a National Scenic Area and one of the most traveled tourist
destinations in the Northwest. [LTR 124, CMT 10]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 79, CMT 1 above.

Comment:  Regarding “future developments”, the “Middle Mountain Wind Project” should
be updated to indicate that the Hood River County Commissioners have determined the project
to be not feasible due to local discontent. Please also consider adding the decision regarding

the Seven Mile project, impacts to the local community and the scenic area also could not be
Jjustified. [LTR 124, CMT 10]

Response: ~ Comment acknowledged.

Comment: [ am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project,
proposed in the Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. I am
concerned that the DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it fails to provide a fair and balanced
alternative analysis. [LTR 127, CMT 1]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 1 above.

Comment:  The EFSEC and BPA must consider other alternatives to the siting of the
Whistling Ridge wind turbines to avoid marring the viewscape of the Gorge NSA! [LTR 130,
CMT 1]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 79, CMT 1 above.

G-75



Whistling Ridge Energy Project
Final Environmental Impact Statement Appendix G — Response to Comments

Comment:  We feel it is imperative that the final EIS include alternatives such as adjusted
placement or outright removal of the proposed A-array or however many wind turbines might be
necessary to prevent any negative aesthetic impact to the nationally and globally recognized
scenic area and its view points in the Columbia River Gorge. People come here to heal their
souls and to escape from, not be impressed by, industrial complexes. [LTR 139, CMT 24]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 79, CMT 1 above.

Comment:  The DEIS fails to address the potential expansion of the Whistling Ridge project
onto Washington Department of Natural Resources public lands in Klickitat County. The
applicant has previously indicated plans to expand the project into Klickitat County, and applied
for a lease from DNR to do so. These plans should be evaluated as part of this project, rather
than piecemealed for later consideration. [LTR 161, CMT 4]

Response: For the proposed action, the EIS evaluates what has been proposed to the lead
agencies by the Applicant, as required by SEPA and NEPA. What has been proposed does not
include development of any additional turbines on adjacent DNR land, nor does it include the
interconnection of any additional power to the FCRTS. In addition, as discussed in Section 2.3.2
of the EIS, DNR is not interested in allowing development of wind turbines on the adjacent DNR
land, regardless of any previously expressed wishes by the Applicant. Given this situation, not
only is wind development of DNR land not part of the proposed action, it is also not considered
reasonably foreseeable for the purposes of the cumulative impact analysis in the EIS.

Comment:  The DEIS failed to evaluate alternatives to the proposal. SEPA and NEPA
require consideration of alternatives. The applicant owns tens of thousands of acres of land,
including other sites that would be more appropriate for wind power development than Whistling
Ridge. The DEIS must evaluate potential alternatives, including alternative sites as well as
alternative turbine layout configurations. [LTR 161, CMT 13]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 79, CMT 2 above.

Comment: [ am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project,
proposed in the Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. I am
concerned that the DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it fails to provide a fair and balanced
alternative analysis. EFSEC and BPA need to consider other alternatives, including other means
of providing electricity (including increasing efficiency and reducing consumption), other sites
for wind energy, other configurations, deleting turbines to reduce impacts, alternative routes for
hauling turbines to avoid traffic impacts to the National Scenic Area, etc. Only two alternatives
are meaningfully considered in the DEIS (the proposal and the no-action alternative). This is
inadequate. [LTR 163, CMT 1]
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Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 1 above.

Comment: [ am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project,
proposed in the Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. I am
concerned that the DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it fails to provide a fair and balanced
alternative analysis. EFSEC and BPA need to consider other alternatives, including other
means of providing electricity (including increasing efficiency and reducing consumption), other
sites for wind energy, other configurations, deleting turbines to reduce impacts, alternative
routes for hauling turbines to avoid traffic impacts to the National Scenic Area, etc. Only two
alternatives are meaningfully considered in the DE IS (the proposal and the no-action
alternative). This is inadequate. [LTR 165, CMT 1]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 1 above.

Comment: [ am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project,
proposed in the Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. I am
concerned that the DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it fails to provide a fair and balanced
alternative analysis. EFSEC and BPA need to consider other alternatives, including other
means of providing electricity (including increasing efficiency and reducing consumption), other
sites for wind energy, other configurations, deleting turbines to reduce impacts, alternative
routes for hauling turbines to avoid traffic impacts to the National Scenic Area, etc. Only two
alternatives are meaningfully considered in the DEIS (the proposal and the no-action
alternative). This is inadequate. [LTR 167, CMT 1]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 1 above.

Comment: [ am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project,
proposed in the Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. I am
concerned that the DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it fails to provide a fair and balanced
alternative analysis. EFSEC and BPA need to consider other alternatives, including other
means of providing electricity (including increasing efficiency and reducing consumption), other
sites for wind energy, other configurations, deleting turbines to reduce impacts, alternative
routes for hauling turbines to avoid traffic impacts to the National Scenic Area, etc. Only two
alternatives are meaningfully considered in the DEIS (the proposal and the no-action
alternative). This is inadequate. [LTR 169, CMT 1]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 1 above.
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Comment:  SOLAR ENERGY FACILITY. The DEIS discusses only the development of the
site for wind energy facilities. The consideration of alternatives should be expanded to consider
other alternate energy sources such as solar energy. Recently, a proposal for a 75 MW solar
reserve has been made in Kittitas County (the Teamaway Solar Reserve, or “TSR”). The
proposal will consist of approximately 145 acres for photovoltaic solar panels spread out over
900 acres. Such a proposal would reduce visual impacts and eliminate the noise impacts
associated with wind turbine facilities, as well as eliminating the need for transportation of large
towers and blades for wind turbines. This alternative should be fully considered in the DFEIS or
FEIS. Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the DEIS. SOSA trusts that the FEIS will
provide facts and analysis discussed herein. [LTR 175, CMT 7]

Response: ~ The Applicant has proposed a particular type of energy generation source - wind
energy - for the proposed Project. More fundamentally for EIS purposes, the need for action by
the lead agencies is to consider an application and request for siting and interconnecting a
proposed wind project, not some other type of generation or just renewable energy in general.
Consideration of the proposed Teanaway Solar Reserve Project, which is an entirely different
project proposed by others, would not be responsive to this need, and therefore is not considered
as an alternative in the EIS.

Comment:  Though this project has been under development for some time, the applicant has
identified only a range of wind turbine generators which “would likely range in size from 1.2 to
2.5 MW.” DEIS at 1-9. However, the larger capacity turbines have larger diameter rotors (up
to 100 meters), so it is unknown what the size of the machines would actually be. [LTR 176, CMT

2]

Response: Identification of a range of possible sizes of wind turbines is typical in a siting
application for a proposed wind project, since the actual size to be used is not usually identified
until the site certificate is issued. In addition, due to the high variability in potential turbine
availability and pricing, it is currently unknown what turbines would be available when the
Project is ready to be constructed (assuming it is approved), and the specific manufacturer and
type of turbine that would be used thus cannot be determined at this stage in the Project review
process. The specific manufacturer, type, and size of turbine will be identified at the time the
site certificate is issued. However, as indicated in the EIS, it is reasonably expected that the
turbines likely would range in size from 1.2- to 2.5-MW each, and would be up to approximately
426 feet from the ground to the turbine blade tip at its highest point. Thus, the EIS includes this
turbine size range in its description of the proposed Project. If the 1.2-MW turbine were used,
then up to 50 turbines would be installed, while if the 2.5-MW turbine were used, up to 30 would
be installed. As discussed in Section 3.9.1.3 of the EIS, the visual impact analysis assumes use
of the largest size turbine (2.5 MW) along with the maximum number of turbines (50) in order to
assess the maximum envelope of potential visual impacts.

Comment: A severe deficiency in the EIS is the failure to consider any alternative other than
the applicant’s minimum 70 MW proposal on its own property. Page 1-13 of the “Alternate
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Project Locations” includes only sites within the ownership of SDS. On page 1-14, the EIS
states that the applicant considered a lesser number of turbines, but rejected such an alternative
because it did not fit within SDS’s concept of “economic feasibility.” The failure to consider
either alternate locations or alternate site configurations (with fewer wind turbines) is a
Sfundamental and fatal defect in the DEIS, as was previously pointed out at the public hearing on
the document. The responsible official must prepare a supplemental DEIS to address and
thoroughly consider reasonable alternatives. This supplemental DEIS should be circulated for
comment in the same manner as any DEIS under NEPA/SEPA rules and regulations. [LTR 176,
CMT 3]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 79, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  The starting point for analysis of the alternative requirement is SEPA itself. RCW
43.21 C.030(1)( c)(iii) makes clear that the “detailed statement” (which is now the
environmental impact statement requirement) must consider “alternatives to the proposed
action.” Alternatives are so important under SEPA that each state agency, including EFSEC,
has the responsibility to: Study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended
courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative
uses of available resources. The details of consideration of alternatives in an EIS is found at
WAC 197-11-440(5). Under NEPA Rules, the consideration of alternatives is considered the
heart of the EIS: Sec. 1502.14 Alternatives including the proposed action. This section is the
heart of the environmental impact statement. Based on the information and analysis presented
in the sections on the Affected Environment (Sec. 1502.15) and the Environmental Consequences
(Sec. 1502.16), it should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the alternatives
in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice
among options by the decision maker and the public. In this section agencies shall: (a)
Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives
which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been
eliminated. (b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including
the proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits. (c) Include
reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. (d) Include the alternative
of no action. (e) Identify the agency's preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists,
in the draft statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another law
prohibits the expression of such a preference. (f) Include appropriate mitigation measures not
already included in the proposed action or alternatives. As noted above, based on the
applicant’s own opinion of financial feasibility, the DEIS has not considered other alternatives,
a position which appears to be unquestioned by the drafters of the DEIS. However, the applicant
has not provided any information on financial feasibility and cannot so stricture and limit its
proposal to avoid alternatives. [LTR 176, CMT 5]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 66, CMT 1 above.

Comment: [t appears that the applicant asserts, and EFSEC and BPA concur, that the
proposal is for a private project on private property. See 197-11-440(5)(d). This exemption
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does not apply if the project includes a rezone or: if other locations for the type of proposed use
have not been included or considered in existing planning or zoning documents. The portion of
the DEIS addressing land use regulation does not disclose that wind turbines were ever included
or considered in planning documents adopted in Skamania County. See DEIS at pages 3-140 to
3-155. [LTR 176, CMT 5]

Response: A Private Project, as defined in the SEPA Rules WAC 197-11-780, means any
proposal primarily initiated or sponsored by an individual or entity other than an agency. The
proposed Whistling Ridge Project meets this definition and is being reviewed as a private
project. EFSEC believes the Applicant adequately considered alternatives to the proposed
action, including alternative project locations, larger or smaller generation facilities, alternative
wind generation technologies, alternative project configurations, and alternative
interconnections, in Section 2.3 of the DEIS.

Comment:  The failure of the DEIS to consider alternatives is a fatal flaw for several reasons.
First, there are serious issues as to whether the proposal is consistent with local zoning. While
the DEIS seems to claim that the project is consistent with Skamania County’s comprehensive
plan and zoning code, there are many reasons to believe it is not. On May 6, 2009 SOSA filed a
lengthy letter directed to both Skamania County and EFSEC challenging the consistency of the
proposal with local zoning. Among other matters, that letter pointed out that wind turbines or
wind farms are not listed as permitted uses in the Skamania County Zoning Ordinance or in the
2007 Skamania County Comprehensive plan. The latter conclusion is confirmed by decision of
the Skamania County Hearing Examiner made in February 2009 in a SEPA challenge to a
determination of non-significance for adoption of a new zoning ordinance for Skamania County,
which ordinance proposed regulating wind turbine development. Questions arose during the
course of that hearing regarding whether the 2007 Skamania County Comprehensive Plan
actually permitted or considered wind energy facilities. In her decision, the Hearing Examiner
found as follows: The 2007 Comprehensive Plan does not contemplate the type of energy
facilities described in the Planning Commission Recommended Draft. See Findings and
Decision, Finding 18 at page 8. The Hearing Examiner went on to rule that Skamania County
was required to prepare an environmental impact statement prior to the adoption of its new
zoning ordinance. Skamania County has never prepared the environmental impact statement
ordered by the Examiner and the proposed zoning ordinance was not adopted. Since Skamania
County has adopted a zoning ordinance that does not provide for wind energy facilities, and its
comprehensive plan does not contemplate such facilities, the exception in the SEPA Rules does
not apply. Either WRE must apply for a rezone (which it has not) or EFSEC must preempt local
zoning. The preemption decision by EFSEC would be the functional equivalent of a rezone
because it provides approval for a previously unpermitted use. In fact, EFSEC must make a
determination of land use consistency and held a hearing on that subject on May 6, 2010.
However, EFSEC did not make a decision on land use consistency at that time and has deferred
such decision to be made in the course of the adjudicative hearings. The consistency of the
proposed project with local zoning has yet to be determined. The responsible official under
SEPA, the EFSEC manager, accordingly cannot determine whether the WRE project is
consistent with local zoning. If it is not, the Council may preempt local zoning, which would be
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the functional equivalent of a rezone for the project. Alternatives must accordingly be fully
considered. [LTR 176, CMT 6]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 176, CMT 5 above.

Comment:  Second, the proposal is not a private project within the meaning of the SEPA
Rules. This issue was previously considered in a Washington Supreme Court decision: Under
the present statutes and administrative code, the question now before the court as to whether the
EIS is adequate turns on whether the proposed project is a “public project” or a “private
project.” It is unnecessary in this case to determine whether the “public”/ “private” distinction
drawn in the administrative code accords with SEPA policy. We recognize that one
commentator has suggested that in certain cases, the distinction may be unsound. See Richard
L. Settle, The Washington State Environmental Policy Act: A Legal and Policy Analysis § 14(b
)(ii) (4th ed. 1993). WAC 197-11-440(5)(d) provides in relevant part: When a proposal is for a
private project on a specific site, the lead agency shall be required to evaluate only the no action
alternative plus other reasonable alternatives for achieving the proposal’s objective on the same
site... A “private project” is defined in WAC 197-11-780: “’Private project’ means any
proposal primarily initiated or sponsored by an individual or entity other than an agency.”
Weyerhaeuser v. Pierce County, 124 Wn. 2d 26, 38-39, 873 P.2d 498, 505 (1994). The project in
Weyerhaeuser was a land fill proposed by a private applicant on private property. However, the
court concluded it was a public project because of the close relationship between the county
actions and the supposedly private project. The court went on to hold: We agree with the
Weyerhaeusers that, as a matter of law, the proposed land(fill is a public project, and the EIS
must contain a sufficient discussion of offsite alternative proposals. Because it does not do so, it
is inadequate as a matter of law. The WRE project is similarly public for several reasons. First,
the DEIS contains extensive discussion as to need for electric power to meet public needs for the
region. See DEIS pages 1-4 to 1-7. This is clear in the DEIS at page 1-4: “The Applicant’s
purpose in proposing the Whistling Ridge Energy Project is to help meet the future need for
energy resources.” SDS also seeks to provide an additional renewable resource for electric
utilities in Washington. Second, this project has been referenced by its proponents as a “semi-
public” facility under the Skamania County zoning ordinance. See DEIS at page 3-147 to 149.
The WRE proposal is not exempt from alternatives analysis under SEPA or NEPA as it must be
classified as a public facility. [LTR 176, CMT 7]

Response:  Please see response to Comment LTR 176, CMT 5 above.

Comment:  Seventh, in examining alternatives, the draft needs to compare the impacts of
developing the proposed project with other alternate sources of wind energy being developed
within the jurisdiction of EFSEC. There are serious impacts related to the WRE proposal based
largely on its location. The Underwood location will have serious visual and aesthetic impacts
to extremely valuable and unique scenic resources found in the Columbia River Gorge, where
because of its elevation the project will be seen by many persons over a broad area. Further,
this forested location increases substantially the risks of bird and bat collisions with the turbine
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blades. Other environmental impacts are of concern because of the location of the turbines on
steep ridgelines, which may restrict options for micrositing and increase impacts due to road
building. This location should be compared with other possible sites, especially in southeast
Washington where wind turbines are located away from populated areas and have lesser risk for
bird or bat collisions. [LTR 176, CMT 14]

Response: Please see response to Comment LTR 79, CMT 2 above.

Comment:  Eighth, the section on alternatives in SEPA explicitly calls for an analysis of the
alternative of future development of the proposal under WAC 197-11-440(5)(c) where the
alternatives section of the EIS includes obligation to: (vii) Discuss the benefits and
disadvantages of reserving for some future time the implementation of the proposal, as compared
with possible approval at this time. The agency perspective should be that each generation is, in
effect, a trustee of the environment for succeeding generations. Particular attention should be
given to the possibility of foreclosing future options by implementing the proposal. For the
present application, the DE IS must discuss the alternative of delaying the implementation of the
WR proposal. In light of visual impacts, bird and bat kills and other serious impacts of the WR
proposal, the DEIS should discuss the option of reserving the WRE project until such time as
projects with lesser impacts have been permitted and constructed. The DE IS should
accordingly discuss potential wind turbine sites, including those permitted, those under
application, and those in areas where new applications are likely, for example, where land
commitments in the form of leases are made by property owners to wind turbine developers.
[LTR 176, CMT 15]

Response: Neither SEPA nor NEPA require that the option of merely delaying
implementation of a proposed project be treated as an entirely separate and distinct alternative in
an EIS. As noted in the comments, SEPA does require consideration of the benefits and
disadvantages of delaying a proposed project in an EIS. Accordingly, this consideration has
been included in Section 2.4 of the EIS. The lead agencies believe that this section provides a
fair discussion of the benefits and disadvantages of delaying this proposed Project. Nonetheless,
Section 2.4 of the EIS has been revised to better reflect that some of the identified disadvantages
would be a delayed rather than entirely prevented.

Comment:  Ninth, the proposed project requires an interconnection with the BPA
transmission line together with the construction of a substation. That is clearly a public project,
not a private project, and thus alternatives must be fully considered. As related to the substation
it is understood that the BPA substation must be built with capacity to receive additional electric
energy for interconnection with the FCRTS. Thus, the EIS must consider whether the BPA
substation will act as an attraction for other energy projects to locate nearby. In this regard,
SOSA notes that a natural gas pipeline traverses the north portion of the project area. See
DEIS, Figure 2-3. In the recent past, the land owner SDS has promoted plans for a gas turbine
for electrical generation in this area. The EIS must consider the possibility of a gas turbine
project in the area, especially one that may have enhanced financial feasibility because of the
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proximity to both a fuel source (the gas pipeline) and a substation to connect that energy to the
FCRTS. Given the need for balancing resources for VERs like WR, location of such a facility
nearby appears more likely. Accordingly, the EIS must consider the impacts of such a gas
turbine facility, including air emissions, noise, wildl